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ABSTRACT
This research study explored the presence of implicit racial bias in South Carolina
curriculum policy within its content standards for U.S. history and the Constitution.
Curriculum policy discourse flows through the statewide public school system from the
legislature, through district offices, and into classrooms. That discourse guides classroom
teachers on what the state legislated as essential knowledge of U.S. history. Teachers
make instructional choices based on state and district guidance documents that may affect
the performance of Black students on South Carolina’s U.S. History and Constitution
End-of-Course Exam (USHC-EOC). This study describes the educational policy
discourse from macro-documents, meso-documents and an interview with a district-level
curriculum expert, and finally, micro-level interviews with five classroom teachers.
Using the framework lenses of Critical Race Theory (CRT) in education and
Improvement Science, I employed the methods of Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) to
determine if legislative and policy language at various policy discourse levels contained
vestiges of implicit bias within the delivery of U.S. History and Constitution content
standards to South Carolina’s U.S. history classroom teachers.
The findings in this study indicate that South Carolina’s U.S. history curricular
discourse includes vestiges of implicit bias. State-sanctioned standards and support
documents provided to classroom teachers involve curricular gaps that minimize or void
Black Americans' contributions to the country. School districts proliferate implicit bias in
the U.S. history curriculum by aligning the instructional expectations for their teachers
with those standards to meet the demands of the USHC-EOC. Interviews with educators
in this study revealed the following themes related to their interaction with the discourse
ii

of U.S. history standards in South Carolina and potential limits on the development of a
more culturally responsive curriculum: (a) content narratives center around a White
curriculum, (b) stakeholder influences affect standards creation, organization, and
revision processes (c) teachers find limited autonomy within the prescribed curriculum,
(d) teachers acknowledge tendencies towards teaching to the state’s high-stakes
standardized test (USHC-EOC), (e) teachers report demands on instructional time to
deliver content and learning experiences, and (f) teachers reveal discomfort with
engaging students in racial dialogue.
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CHAPTER ONE
Overview and Background
Decades of educational research on diversity, achievement gaps, and opportunity
gaps between White and Black students litter the educational research landscape; yet few
interventions show success in eliminating these disparities (Chandler, 2009; Gay, 2018;
Khalifa, 2018; Ladson-Billings & Tate, 1995; Milner, 2016; Ogbu, 1992; Picower, 2009).
A variety of research-based factors attempt to explain the persistence of this gap, such as
over-identification of minorities in special education (Taylor et al., 2018), racial
disparities in discipline (Gregory & Roberts, 2017; Irby, 2018; Neitzel, 2018), and
lingering patterns of discrimination and segregation in testing and curriculum standards
(An, 2016; Hornbeck, 2018; Khalifa, 2018; Knoester & Au, 2017; Ladson-Billings &
Tate, 1995; Ogbu, 1992; Rector-Aranda, 2016; Theoharis, 2009). Research also suggests
that given a cultural gap between the White teachers delivering instruction and Black
students receiving instruction, Black student achievement suffers (Brown & Brown,
2010a; Hartney & Flavin, 2014; Ladson-Billings, 2000; Ledesma & Calderon, 2015;
Martell, 2013; Rector-Aranda, 2016). This cultural gap between teachers and students
escalates when combined with a curriculum and pedagogy developed and delivered
primarily from a White-centered lens (Knoester & Au, 2017; Rector-Aranda, 2016;
Taylor et al., 2018).
Researchers recommend that teachers use a culturally responsive curriculum to
bridge this racial gap in student achievement (Demoiny, 2018; Gay, 2018; Khalifa, 2018;
Ledesma & Calderon, 2015; Martell & Stevens, 2017a; Ogbu, 1992; Pellegrino et al.,
2013). A culturally responsive curriculum occurs when educators use students' cultural
1

knowledge, heritages, perspectives, experiences, prior knowledge, and individual
learning preferences of different ethnic groups as a conduit for teaching (Gay, 2018;
Siwatu, 2009). Researchers and scholars recognize social studies, and in particular U.S.
history, as a content area ripe with opportunities to engage a culturally responsive
curriculum (Gay, 2018; Martell & Stevens, 2017b) and teach students skills for engaging
in race-themed dialogue (Chandler, 2015; Demoiny, 2018; Ladson-Billings, 2003;
Milner, 2016). These scholars reason that integrating a culturally responsive curriculum
into U.S. history classrooms could not only reduce the achievement gap but also open
learning opportunities for all students to engage in critical discussions about
institutionalized and individual racism (Demoiny, 2018; Ladson-Billings, 2003; Ledesma
& Calderon, 2015; Martell, 2013; Martell & Stevens, 2018; Pellegrino et al., 2013).
The South Carolina Department of Education (SC DOE) requires that all
secondary students enrolled in U.S. history courses take the state-designed U.S. History
and Constitution End-of-Course (USHC-EOC) examination for federal accountability
purposes (SC DOE, 2021a). Analysis of USHC-EOC performance data disaggregated by
ethnicity in South Carolina reveals significant achievement discrepancies between White
and Black students (Table 1.1). While the White-Black achievement gap similarly occurs
in other EOC content areas such as Algebra, Biology, and English, the gap is the widest
and most pronounced in U.S. history (SC DOE, 2019a).
As shown in Table 1.1, in 2019, less than half (47.3%) of South Carolina’s Black
students taking the USHC-EOC exam passed while nearly four-fifths (79.0%) of White
students passed, demonstrating a 31.7% disparity (SC DOE, 2019a). Only students with
disabilities (29.8%) had lower passing rates on the exam than Black students (SC DOE,
2

2019a). The disparate achievement pattern has remained consistent over the last five
years. Over that time, the success rate on the USHC-EOC for Black students in South
Carolina is over 30% lower than White students, which may signal significant
assessment, curriculum, or instructional problems.
Table 1.1
USHC-EOC Success Rates in South Carolina by Ethnicity, 5-year trend
2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

5-year Mean

White

79.8%

81.9%

79.5%

83.0%

79.0%

80.7%

Black

51.4%

52.5%

48.9%

52.1%

47.3%

50.4%

Source: South Carolina Department of Education, 2019a.

Some educational researchers (Hartney & Flavin, 2014; Knoester & Au, 2017;
Taylor et al., 2018) identify test bias as a contributor to this achievement gap. Test bias
stems from “features of an item or test that are unrelated to the construct or subject of the
assessment, but that nevertheless influence (impede or boost) students’ ability to show
what they know” (Herman & Baker, 2009, p.184). One group’s persistent high or low
performance on a single test signals bias in the test, rather than differences in students’
achievement (Herman & Baker, 2009). However, at least one interpretation of these
USHC-EOC results signals that current assessment or curriculum policies or instructional
practices in U.S. History could explain the ongoing disparity between White and Black
student results.
The performance gap between Black and White students also exists in my local
context. My current district and school’s performance on the USHC-EOC (Table 1.2)
also shows a similar, consistent achievement gap between White and Black students (SC
DOE, 2019a). In my district over five years, more than twice the number of White
3

students pass compared to Black students. The success rate for Black students in my
school is higher than my school district’s average but still represents almost two times the
success rate for White students compared to Black students. Even though scores in my
context are not as disparate as in other areas of the state, the results still denote a disparity
between the levels of achievement of Black and White students on the USHC-EOC.
Table 1.2
Researcher’s District and School-Level Success Rates on USHC-EOC
District
2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

5-year mean

White

80.8%

87.8%

85.2%

83.8%

76.8%

82.9%

Black

59.7%

63.0%

68.2%

62.2%

52.1%

61.0%

School
2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

5-year mean

White

79.5%

89.3%

85.2%

82.1%

72.6%

81.7%

Black

68.4%

63.6%

64.5%

73.1%

55.1%

64.9%

Source: South Carolina Department of Education, 2019a

Intersection of Social Justice and Educational Policy
My motivation for conducting this research study arose from a hope to see social
justice merge within educational policy in South Carolina. Recent national events such as
the murder of George Floyd by a police officer in May 2020 kindled new waves of
demands for social justice throughout American society (Perez, 2021). The resulting
social justice movement of the summer of 2020 during the COVID-19 pandemic shed
new light on the extent to which the United States is far from a post-racial society (Perez,
2021). Public education systems in the U.S., particularly in the South, served at times to
ensure social injustice instead of as a tool to defend social justice (Brown & De Lissovoy,
2011; Ladson-Billings & Tate, 1995). According to Brown and De Lissovoy (2011),
4

hegemonic education policies have been systematically racist, historically, and currently,
and serve to protect the wealth and privilege of the elites. Educational disparities based
on race are due, at least in part, to both explicit and implicit bias exerted by White power
structures to dominate and control marginalized groups (Glaser et al., 2014).
Challenges of Race and Education in South Carolina
Nowhere in the United States is the challenge to bridge achievement gaps
between White and Black students more salient than in the American South (Knoester &
Au, 2017; Lintner, 2004; Morris & Monroe, 2009). The development of the South
notoriously exploited enslaved Africans to build a capitalist economy and enlisted social
customs and laws to preserve a White-dominant culture (Knoester & Au, 2017; Lintner,
2004; Morris & Monroe, 2009; Perez, 2021). The South's economic, political, and social
structure developed on a scaffold of racism (Brown & De Lissovoy, 2011; Glaser et al.,
2014; Perez, 2021).
Any critical discussion of education discourse in South Carolina cannot ignore the
influence of the state’s historical context of White supremacy and the intentional
political, social, economic, and educational marginalization of its Black citizens
(Knoester & Au, 2017; Lintner, 2004; Martell, 2013; Morris & Monroe, 2009; Wieder,
1995). Wodak (2004) recommended using analysis of the historical context in any critical
discourse research because discourse is never neutral. Other proponents of critical
discourse analysis (van Dijk, 1993; Wodak & Meyer, 2009) insisted on basing discourse
interpretation on a place’s political, social, economic, and historical realities. At the same
time, Jäger (2001) warned that while any discourse comes with a history, a present, and a
future, delving too much into historiography will create a study too monolithic to analyze
5

all influences effectively. In this study, I present a brief history of South Carolina's past
and its influence on the education of both its White and Black citizens. In particular, I
draw attention to how White political forces throughout the state’s history have
systematically prohibited literacy and adequate education to its Black citizens to maintain
power and control.
Brief History of Segregated Education in South Carolina
As a whole, South Carolina historically owns an abysmal record on both race
relations and support for public education (Bowers et al., 2018; Brewer et al., 2015).
South Carolina was an integral part of the Atlantic Slave trade as Charleston evolved into
the largest port in America dealing in West African slaves, so much so that nearly half of
its population was Black through most of the 18th century (Wood, 1996). Slave resistance
to subjugation, such as the Stono Rebellion outside Charleston in 1739, encouraged
White slave owners to outlaw literacy as they perceived literacy as a major cause of slave
uprisings (Hale, 2016). Prohibition of Black education was seen as necessary to squash
such rebellions (Hale, 2016). For the remainder of the 1700s, education of Black citizens
and poor Whites in South Carolina only occurred through the philanthropy of churches
and other religious and humane societies (Bartels, n.d.). Formal education was primarily
private and reserved for the elite through tutors, schools in England, or the private
schools in and around the Charleston area (Bartels, n.d.; Jordan, 1982). Movements to
enact public schools in the 1800s failed due to the belief by the public that public schools
were for the poor, and the stigma of pauper schools limited enrollment of even those
eligible to attend (Bartels, n.d.).
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Public schooling did not exist in South Carolina during the antebellum period
primarily because private education served to protect the political and economic status of
the White privileged elites (Hale, 2016; Janak & Moran, 2010; Wieder, 1995). Slave
owners differed on their beliefs about educating slaves, with some totally against the
practice while others found that providing basic education to their slaves made them
more productive (Bartels, n.d.). C.G. Memminger helped establish the first public school
system in Charleston in 1848, but his reforms were cut short by the outbreak of the Civil
War (Jordan, 1982). Following the Civil War, the Freedman's Bureau began building
schools in South Carolina, including resurrecting ones closed in Charleston by the war.
However, White Southerners vilified these schools because many of the teachers in the
Freedman’s schools were missionary Northerners (Bartels, n.d.).
Although resistant to federal encroachments on their powers in the Reconstruction
era, South Carolina desperately needed to improve its struggling economy, and a public
education system became a necessity (Janak & Moran, 2010). However, the White
privileged elites of South Carolina had no desire to make that system inclusive of the
large numbers of Black people in the state. To maintain segregation during
Reconstruction, South Carolina developed two separate educational systems, one White
and one Black, which "further strained the ability of southern states to provide an
adequate public education for its youth" (Janak & Moran, 2010, p. 229). In South
Carolina, White political elites and large landowners created an educational funding
structure for those two systems to minimize their tax burden, siphon funds from Black
schools, and redirect them to White schools (Halcoussis et al., 2009). In 1896 in South
Carolina, 85 secondary academies for White students existed while just seven existed for
7

Black students (Janak & Moran, 2010). Halcoussis with colleagues, Ng, and Verts,
(2009) performed a statistical analysis of education funding and voter participation
patterns in South Carolina history. They concluded that the state's political and economic
elite deliberately concocted this plan to stifle Black education, and possibly more
important to them, to stifle Black voting. While some White elites considered Black
education dangerous, simultaneously, the Black community in South Carolina
“universally equated freedom with literacy” (Hale, 2016, p. 166). This equating of
education with freedom persisted through Reconstruction when the first Black state
legislators shaped and molded the first education system for Black students in South
Carolina (Hale, 2016).
Between Reconstruction and World War I, Black citizens had little access to
education beyond private schools typically funded by Black colleges (Bartels, n.d.). Jim
Crow policies continued to hamper Black education in South Carolina through the
Depression when the state drastically cut education expenditures (Bartels, n.d.). World
War II would be a significant catalyst for the education of both Black and White citizens
as the state's legislative leaders were embarrassed by the number of South Carolinians
rejected for conscription in the military due to “physical, mental, and education abilities”
(Bartels, n.d., p. 17). As the civil rights movement began in earnest following World War
II, the vast disparities between White education and Black education became more
scrutinized by South Carolina politicians. In South Carolina, such conditions and policies
formed the foundation for the Briggs v. Elliot case from Clarendon County in South
Carolina (Hale, 2016). Briggs became part of the class action school desegregation
Supreme Court case Brown v. Board of Education in 1954, which banned segregation in
8

American schools (Hale, 2016). Maintenance of two separate education systems in South
Carolina ended in policy, but segregation of schools in practice did not end, and
education of Black students in the state continued to lag the educational opportunities of
Whites (Frankenberg et al., 2017; Knoester & Au, 2017; Reardon et al., 2012).
Brief History of Integrated Education & Accountability in South Carolina
During the late 1950s and the 1960s, South Carolina leaders’ resistance to
integration and the simultaneous push of civil rights leaders to maintain reform created a
series of legal challenges. In 1964, the federal government forced states to integrate or
lose federal funding (Civil Rights Act, 1964). South Carolina slowly began to comply,
and thousands of Black children began attending White schools (Bartels, n.d.) Many
White education leaders and an estimated 25,000 White students left the integrated public
system to enter new private "segregated academies" and schools across South Carolina
(Bartels, n.d., p. 22). In the 1970s, a battle waged between state leaders who wanted to
exert more control over the system and local leaders who wanted to maintain local
control of the schools (Bartels, n.d.). In 1978, South Carolina state legislators directed the
State Department of Education to create the Basic Skills Assessment Program (BSAP) to
combat growing concerns that the state’s workforce lacked basic educational skills
(Bartels, n.d.). BSAP results revealed that “wide gaps existed between achievement of
blacks and whites at the upper grade levels” (Bartels, n.d., p. 26). As the state shifted
from primarily agricultural to a more industrial and tourism-based economy, political and
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business leaders realized that the state citizenry’s education capacity needed to improve
to maintain economic progress (Bartels, n.d.).
Over the next two decades, the South Carolina legislature would pass two
significant bills which would drastically impact the state’s school’s: (a) the Educational
Improvement Act of 1984, and (b) the Education Accountability Act of 1998 (S.C. Code
of Laws, §59-18). In 1984, South Carolina’s reform-minded governor Richard Riley
pushed the legislature to create one of the most significant pieces of legislation in South
Carolina’s history in the Education Improvement Act (EIA). The EIA reformed
educational funding in the state, increased academic standards, and further emphasized
teaching and testing basic skills (Bartels, n.d.). The improved funding of education also
produced more political demands for both teacher and student accountability. As part of
the reform, the legislation required the State Board of Education to perform reviews of
the history curriculum, including a legislative requirement to teach Black history (S.C.
Code of Laws, §59-20-55). In 1998, the state legislature passed the Education
Accountability Act (S.C. Code of Laws, §59-18) to improve teaching and learning to
equip students for the modern workforce. The Education Accountability Act instituted
provisions to align the state’s curriculum to academic standards (S.C. Code of Laws §5918-300) and established end-of-course tests in key subject areas, including social studies
(S.C. Code of Laws §59-18-310) to assess student performance and meet federal
accountability requirements. Thus, the U.S. History and Constitution End of Course
(USHC-EOC) exam began to serve as the high-stakes standardized test for U.S. history
students. However, new standards and new achievement tests have done little to alleviate
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the achievement gaps between White and Black students, and one could interpret that
these actions have maintained or widened the gap (Gay, 2018).
South Carolina's history, therefore, orients more towards social injustice than
social justice for its Black citizens. Throughout its history, the state has prohibited the
education of enslaved Africans, promoted the segregation of Black citizens, and
developed state and local legislation to protect White privilege and property rights,
including education (Bowers et al., 2018; Brewer et al., 2015;). Therefore, due to this
history, the creation and dissemination of education policy through state policymakers,
including content standards and curricular frameworks, may continue to contain implicit
bias, which may limit Black students' performance on the USHC-EOC (Brewer et al.,
2015; Stoskopf & Bermudez, 2017).
Curricular Discourse in South Carolina
As an exploratory approach to revealing lingering racism in educational policy
and practices in South Carolina, I conducted a discourse analysis of the macro- (State
Legislature and Department of Education), meso- (local school district), and micro(individual classrooms) discourse levels’ written and spoken vocabularies of educational
policies and practices. My study included an analysis of the discourse of U.S. History
standards and curriculum (SC DOE, 2019b) from the South Carolina General Assembly
through various levels of policy implementation to individual teachers. The curriculum
produced by political policymakers and the discourse in which they disseminate that
information affects how students eventually receive information in the classroom
(Hartney & Flavin, 2014; Martell & Stevens, 2017a; Woodside-Jiron, 2004). To
understand policy discourse, one must determine the social and political institutions
11

shaping and creating the policy (Fairclough, 1995). Therefore, analyzing the historical
political, social, economic, and racial currents within South Carolina helps inform how
the discourse process for U.S. history curriculum standards may affect student
performance.
To understand this study's purpose and research questions, I use the following
definitions of terms and concepts to explore U.S. History and Constitution policy
discourse and the degree to which it may or may not represent a culturally responsive
curriculum for South Carolina's instruction and learning.
Definitions of terms
Achievement Gap – disparities in education and achievement as measured in statedefined assessments. The term achievement gap among educational researchers has come
under scrutiny as problematic for not addressing the inequitable systems hindering Black
students (Milner, 2012). Educational researchers have more recently used opportunity
gaps (Benson & Fiarman, 2019; Gorski, 2018; Milner, 2012). The persisting presence of
a gap that any state or federal government defines, and controls, shows how dominant
groups in systems, processes, and institutions overtly and covertly maintain the status quo
(Gorski, 2018; Hartney & Flavin, 2014; Milner, 2012).
Classroom teacher practices – the pedagogical decisions made by individual classroom
teachers that include decisions on essential content (Chandler, 2015), interpretation of
curriculum (Heilig et al., 2012), historical sources (Martell & Stevens, 2018), and student
background (Gay, 2018) based on the standards and curriculum guidance provided by
macro- and meso-level actors and agencies. This umbrella term includes all the curricular
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and instructional interpretations that individual classroom teachers make about what to
teach and how to teach it.
Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) – a language-based analytical approach for "critically
describing, interpreting, and explaining how discourses construct, maintain, and
legitimize social inequalities" (Mullett, 2018, p. 116). The “analysis of text, discourse
practices, and social practices in policies” related to education and education policy
(Woodside-Jiron, 2004, p. xvi).
Culturally Responsive Curriculum - using students' cultural knowledge, heritages,
perspectives, experiences, prior knowledge, and individual learning preferences of
different ethnic groups as a conduit to facilitate the teaching of traditionally marginalized
groups (Gay, 2018; Siwatu, 2009). Education researchers use similar terms such as
culturally responsive pedagogy, culturally relevant education, and culturally responsive
teaching. However, I have chosen to use Gay's (2018) term, a prominent researcher who
has promoted the most recent use of this term.
Deficit Mindset – the existence of negative, stereotypic, and counterproductive views
about culturally diverse students causing a reduction in academic rigor and expectations
(Milner, 2016). Without racial and cultural awareness, educators may assume that Black
students will struggle with challenging material or activities and habitually dumb down
the curriculum. The instruction changes to drill basic facts with lowered performance
expectations instead of enriching the curriculum with increasing complex concepts. With
an emphasis on high expectations for all students, teachers would not make such
assumptions based on a student’s race (Khalifa, 2018; Theoharis, 2009).
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Discourse – the use of spoken, unspoken, or written language that reflects people's
meanings and values (Fairclough, 1995), especially in those people with political, social,
and economic power (Wodak & Meyer, 2009).
Implicit Bias– learned beliefs and attitudes that form stereotypes ascribed to a person or
group based on past experiences or due to a lack of exposure to other people (Benson &
Fiarman, 2019). Such bias can cause inequitable, harmful treatment or preferential,
privileged treatment to members of a specific race (Gorski, 2018).
Macro-level discourse– language used by actors or agencies in systems of power that
exert dominance and inequality over groups of people, institutions, nations, and states
(Fairclough, 1995; van Dijk, 2001). In this study, macro-level discourse is the language
and communication from the South Carolina General Assembly, the South Carolina
Department of Education, and the state’s Education Oversight Committee disseminated
through school districts and school boards (meso) to classroom teachers (micro).
Marginalization of Black history (Whitewashing) – inaccurate portrayals of racial events
and themes or euphemizing histories (Brown & Brown, 2010b; Martell, 2013). Textbooks
may reflect White curricular control through the distortion, oversimplification, and
elimination of the role of Black historical figures and Black contributions to U.S. History
(Brown & Brown, 2010b). Whitewashing is a term with a similar meaning which
downplays White privilege and power and seeks an apologist approach for racism
(Martell, 2013). With a marginalization approach, U.S. History educators overuse victim
or slave narratives as the primary, and sometimes only, thread within the Black U.S.
History narrative (Brown & Brown, 2015).
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Meso-Level discourse – the language of a social or political institution shaped by a
dominant agency or actors (macro-level) (Fairclough, 1995) that “enable and constrain
the local domain” (micro-level) (Rogers, 2004, p. 7). In this study, meso-level discourse
interprets language by school boards and school districts made from state agencies
(macro) and the subsequent communication to classroom teachers (micro).
Micro-level discourse – language and interpretations of language by local groups or
individuals shaped by the policies or decisions made by macro- and meso-level agencies
or actors (Fairclough, 1995; Rogers, 2004). In this study, micro-level discourse is the
language and interpretation of policy and curricular language disseminated by macro and
meso level agencies and actors.
Racial Coding– exaggerated or invalid group generalizations associated with stereotypes
about cultural and personal characteristics of African Americans (Wilson & Nielsen,
2011). Frequently a set of words and phrases may develop into stereotypical terms used
to indirectly cast racial aspersions or make assumptions about a group of people based on
their race (Hurwitz & Peffley, 2005).
Racism – “belief in the inherent superiority of one race over all others and thereby the
right to dominance” (Lorde, 1992). A social, economic, and political construction that
permits one group’s exploitation of another through the development of an ideology that
justifies the domination of one group over the other (Scott & Morrison, 2007).
Textual Silence – the various ways institutionalized power structures suppress certain
discourses to maintain power structures (Huckin, 2002). As powerful as spoken and
written words can be, non-verbal communication often speaks more loudly. A lack of
verbal or written records becomes particularly problematic in written histories because
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dominant groups frame the viewpoint (An, 2016; Brown & Brown, 2010b; RectorAranda, 2016; Shear et al., 2015). Those with power often avoid racial discourse by
overlooking or omitting significant racial events and themes in the U.S. History
curriculum (Brown & Brown, 2010b; Chandler, 2009). Without Black narratives and
classroom discussion about racism, students may not learn how to grapple with racial
issues, and thus racial tension, racist practices, and systemic racism continues (Brown &
Brown, 2010b; Chandler, 2009; Martell & Stevens, 2017b).
White Privilege - institutional benefits such as greater access to power and resources
granted to the dominant race may be beyond access for people of color (Kendall, 2012;
McIntosh, 2003). White privilege lies at the heart of the terms and definitions associated
with this study. State-sanctioned U.S. History standards and content that marginalizes
Black narratives reify the perception that White beliefs are ideal and preferred to minority
voices (Brown & Brown, 2010b; Martell & Stevens, 2018).
Whiteness – institutionalized power allowing specific social, cultural, and economic
advantages for White Americans (Martell, 2013; Tate & Page, 2018).
Purpose of the Study
Using Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), I analyzed the various levels of
discourse (macro, meso, and micro) through which the U.S. history curriculum passes
from the legislature and designated agencies through the school districts and then directly
and indirectly to classroom teachers (Fairclough, 2012; van Dijk, 1993; Wodak & Meyer,
2009). The study aims to describe the extent to which words and language communicated
at each discourse level may involve implicit bias toward marginalized groups that may
manifest through achievement disparities between White and Black students.
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Research Questions
The overall research question is: To what extent does implicit bias exist in the discourse
of U.S. history standards from state-level legislation to individual U.S. history
classrooms?
The research sub-questions grounding this study will be the following:
1. Does the written discourse within legislation and curriculum policy
created and disseminated by macro-level agencies such as the South Carolina
General Assembly and South Carolina Department of Education to high school
U.S. history classrooms contain implicit bias preventing or possibly misdirecting
a culturally responsive curriculum?
2. Does the discourse of U.S. history standards and curriculum policy from
meso- level agents such as school boards and school districts to high school
classroom teachers contain implicit bias preventing or misdirecting a culturally
responsive curriculum?
3. What do classroom teachers' verbal expressions and reflections about
their classroom practices and interpretations of U.S. history standards and
curriculum indicate about their awareness of implicit bias and their approaches to
creating a culturally responsive curriculum?

17

CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
In Chapter One, I identified a specific problem existing in my context as a U.S.
history classroom teacher in South Carolina. Black student performance on the state’s
U.S. History End of Course Examination (USHC-EOC) disparately lags the performance
of their White counterparts. The disparity reflects a national trend in which Black
students consistently underperform by comparison with other ethnic subgroups on
national-normed and state-normed standardized content tests (Hartney & Flavin, 2014;
Knoester & Au, 2017; Morris & Monroe, 2009; Taylor et al., 2018). To fully understand
this phenomenon, I completed a systematic review (Boote & Biele, 2005) of existing
literature in the field to construct meaning around the problem of the White-Black student
achievement gap.
Research Study Focus
This research study explores to what extent the discourse of U.S. History
curricular policy within South Carolina contains implicit bias toward Black students,
which may stifle that group's performance on the USHC-EOC. The focus of the literature
review explored theoretical and empirical research about social studies and U.S. history
curriculum policy, U.S. history state standards, U.S. history textbooks, social studies, and
educational policy. I also searched for race, critical race theory, White privilege, and
Black student achievement. I also searched for literature on culturally responsive
curricula as educational researchers propose it as a practice to alleviate achievement gaps
between White and Black students.
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Educators and researchers use various iterations of culturally responsive concepts.
Aronson and Laughter’s (2016) synthesis found multiple phrasings of what they referred
to as “culturally relevant education” terminology, i.e., culturally relevant, culturally
responsive, culturally compatible, and culturally congruent (p. 163). They contend the
field delineated into two schools of thought with Geneva Gay’s (1975, 1980, 2002, 2010,
2013, 2018) focus on culturally responsive teaching and teacher practice as one, and
Ladson-Billings and Tate’s (1995) culturally responsive pedagogy emphasis on “teacher
posture and paradigm” (Aronson & Laughter, 2016, p. 163). Therefore, as I conducted
the literature review, I blended both schools of thought to align with this research study’s
curriculum theme. For this study, I define culturally responsive curriculum as using
students’ cultural knowledge, heritages, perspectives, experiences, prior knowledge, and
individual learning preferences of different ethnic groups as a conduit to facilitate the
teaching of traditionally marginalized groups (Gay, 2018; Ladson-Billings, 1995).
While reviewing the literature, I looked for research that would address the
discourse of curriculum policy and interpretation of the curriculum through three levels
of discourse: macro-level state agencies, meso level school districts and school boards,
and micro-level classroom teachers. Each of the actors at these levels influences the
curricular and pedagogical decisions made for students.
Theoretical Framework
To consider the current knowledge about the intersection of curriculum, Black
students, and secondary U.S. history teachers, I created a theoretical framework as a lens
to find and analyze relevant literature. Using a theoretical lens based on Critical
Discourse Analysis (CDA) and Critical Race Theory (CRT), I analyzed research to
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provide a foundation for the research study and developed appropriate methods to answer
the research questions. Through the lenses of CDA and CRT, I sampled literature related
to the presentation of the U.S. history curriculum from a White-centered perspective
through state standards, textbooks, and standardized tests. Finally, I reviewed the
literature on how classroom teachers interact with the curriculum and how implicit
curriculum bias may affect educators' instructional decisions.
I used the theoretical frameworks of CDA and CRT as lenses to analyze the
educational research related to this study. The frameworks are appropriate since both can
explore discourse and race, which is central to this research. CDA and CRT present racial
discourse as a permanent aspect of the human condition because both analyze social
structures and systems and address power and how groups use power to exploit other
groups (Ladson-Billings & Tate, 1995; Ledesma & Calderon, 2015; Wodak, 2004). First,
I explain how I used CDA as a methodological approach since delivering curricular
policy from South Carolina policymakers to classroom teachers occurs through written
documents. Critical analysis of that language may indicate the existence of implicit bias. I
next explain why CRT serves as an appropriate framework since this study seeks to
determine if implicit bias based on race may exist in the political and social systems
affecting educational policy and the U.S. history curriculum.
Critical Discourse Analysis
Fairclough (2012) defined CDA as a method for a "better understanding of the
nature and sources of social wrongs, the obstacles to addressing them, and possible ways
of overcoming those obstacles" (p. 13). Critical Discourse Analysts explore how spoken
and written language, or discourse, implicitly and explicitly communicates. Patterns
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within discourse, particularly from those in positions of power, can intentionally or
unintentionally preserve injustice (Fairclough & Wodak, 1997; van Dijk, 1993).
CDA, according to Jäger (2001), involves three important levels of exploration:
(a) discourse planes, (b) discourse strands, and (c) discourse fragments. Discourse planes
are broad, global realms such as politics, science, or education throughout the world's
countries and regions. Discourse strands are themes that can exist in multiple planes and
focus on a specific issue within or crossing that plane for others (Jäger, 2001). For
example, I explored racism as a strand that can manifest in multiple planes, including
education for this study. Discourse fragments, then, are the multiple occurrences in which
racism could emerge, such as in standards, textbooks, and standardized tests. Since
government policy depends on discursive processes and practices (Fairclough, 2012;
Jäger, 2001; Wodak & Meyer, 2009), this study explores South Carolina's U.S. history
standards, policy documents, and language of practice to determine if any contain
implicit bias. Furthermore, classroom teachers may demonstrate how they interpret,
implement, and deliver the state’s discourse which may proliferate patterns of injustice.
The discourse pattern of the U.S. history curriculum in South Carolina moves
through three different levels: (a) macro level, such as the state legislature, and the SC
DOE, (b) meso level, such as local school districts, and the (c) micro level, such as
individual classroom teachers. Appendix A shows this discourse flow from macro,
through meso, and to micro-level actors. If analysis of written and spoken vocabularies at
these levels revealed implicit bias in policy language, those results could indicate why
White-Black achievement gaps persist. At each level, the language and meaning derived
from interpretation of the discourse language can serve to develop into "institutionalized
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forms of talking and writing, in sites where social domination and inequality arise"
(O'Laughlin & Lindle, p. 143). In a state with long-established social conflicts centering
on legislated racial oppression, discourse analysis at each level can identify implicit
vestiges of discrimination and provide opportunities to overcome the same (Lintner,
2004; Morris & Monroe, 2009; O'Laughlin & Lindle, 2015). Wodak (2004) stated that
"Language is not powerful on its own – it gains power by the use powerful people make
of it" (p. 11). Therefore, any critical analysis must include the written language used and
how those people in power use that language. If those in power possess an implicit bias,
then policies and practices may become institutionalized and may serve to promulgate
racism (Fairclough, 2012; Wodak & Meyer, 2009). Implicit racial bias exists discursively
in textual and spoken language (Fairclough, 2012; Wodak & Meyer, 2009). Thus,
blending the principles of CDA and CRT can be an effective framework for building a
research base on South Carolina’s educational policy discourse.
Critical Race Theory
CRT emerged out of Critical Legal Theory of the 1970s. Bell (1995) asserted
three central tenets of CRT: (a) race continues to be a significant factor in determining
inequity in the United States, (b) U.S. society is based on property rights, and (c) the
intersection of race and property creates an analytical tool through which we can
understand social inequity. Ladson-Billings and Tate (1995) then championed the need to
apply CRT and the role of race actively and openly to education. Over the past two
decades, CRT developed as a theoretical framework, and educational research scholars
have expanded the scope to which the intersection of education and race is analyzed
(Cabrera, 2018; Capper, 2015; Chandler, 2015; Gay, 2013, 2015, 2018; Heilig et al.,
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2012; Khalifa, 2018; Ladson-Billings, 1998, 2000, 2003; Ledesma & Calderon, 2015;
Martell & Stevens, 2018; Sleeter, 2017). A significant assertion of CRT is that implicit
racial bias continually influences both system-wide practices and individual beliefs.
These can even unintentionally marginalize Black citizens, especially Black students
(Gay, 2018; Ladson-Billings & Tate, 1995; Ledesma & Calderon, 2015; Neitzel, 2018).
I integrated CDA and CRT to analyze both textual and verbalized discourses to
investigate the level at which South Carolina’s educational policy discourse may contain
implicit bias in curriculum standards and classroom teacher beliefs. Multiple CRT
scholars (Khalifa, 2018; Ledesma & Calderon, 2015; Sue et al., 2007; Torres-Harding et
al., 2012) identify a wide variety of implicit bias phenomena. In a meta-analysis of CRT
in educational scholarship over the last two decades, Capper (2015) generated a list of six
common tenets foundational across CRT studies: (a) permanence of racism, (b) whiteness
as property, (c) counter storytelling narratives, (d) interest convergence, (e) critique of
liberalism, and (f) intersectionality (p. 795). I used the first two concepts from Capper’s
list, the permanence of racism and Whiteness as property, as a foundation to critically
explore how race and racism may underlie South Carolina’s U.S. history curriculum
policy.
I can use Critical Race Theory to assess curricular discourse in South Carolina
due to the state’s history of subjugating a population of enslaved people. The state's long
history of enslavement based on race did not occur for just first-generation Africans but
also second-generation enslaved Black people migrating from colonial Barbados and
other island plantations in the Caribbean (Edgar, 1998; Weir, 1997; Wood, 1996). As
such, the history of South Carolina requires more narratives than just those of White
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people. In effect, the sizable population of enslaved people directly correlates to the
suppression of Black education (Brosnan, 2016; Edgar, 1998; Hale, 2016). The education
of slaves and freed Black people was illegal, and South Carolina was the first to pass
anti-literacy laws criminalizing teaching slaves to read and write (Brosnan, 2016; Hale,
2016). On the eve of the Civil War and during the Reconstruction era, the Black
population was the majority (57%) (Brosnan, 2016; Hale, 2016; Wood, 1996). To ensure
supremacy over a Black majority, White minority elites in South Carolina felt forced to
limit access to education for Black people (Brosnan, 2016). Therefore, the CRT tenets of
the permanence of racism and the protection of White property rights may apply to South
Carolina due to the potential maintenance of implicit bias in policy.
Permanence of Racism. CRT posits that individual expressions of racism are
normal, occur every day, and permanently affect the human experience (Brown &
Brown, 2015; Ladson-Billings, 1998; Rector-Aranda, 2016). As the primary vehicle for
curricular delivery to students, classroom teachers serve an integral role in creating a
culturally responsive curriculum (Gay, 2018; Ladson-Billings, 1998, 2000, 2003). If
classroom teachers use a curriculum containing implicit biases, they should be able to
identify those biases to become effective teachers of all students (Demoiny, 2018;
Halberstadt et al., 2018; Neitzel, 2018; Siwatu, 2007). Neitzel (2018) defined implicit
bias as “unconscious and automatic attitudes or stereotypes that affect our understanding,
actions, and decision-making in daily life” (p. 233). Neitzel’s work (2018) showed
persistent involuntary discriminatory actions towards Black students in schools.
In a study of 13 social studies teachers, Martell and Stevens (2017a) found that
White teachers did not develop an awareness of their privilege and position of dominance
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and typically lacked childhood experiences with diversity. Halberstadt et al. (2018) found
that White teachers can implicitly compound disparities between White-Black
achievements with White teachers not being aware of their prejudices which they bring
into the classroom. Thus, the research suggests that White educators’ implicit bias could
adversely affect Black student performance. In addition to racism being an inseparable
part of the human experience, political, social, and economic forces in the U.S. have
continually sought to secure protection of racial power through the “tension between
property rights and human rights” (Ladson-Billings & Tate, 1995, p. 53).
Whiteness as Property. Individual racism, particularly among those in positions
of power and influence, normalizes bias which leads to institutionalized racism (Picower,
2009; Wodak & Meyer, 2009). CRT scholars identify Whiteness-as-property as the prime
example of institutionalized racism in the U.S. Picower (2009) defines Whiteness as “the
ideology and way of being in the world that is used to maintain White supremacy” (p.
198). Whiteness encompasses institutionalized power allowing specific social, cultural,
and economic advantages for White Americans and denying them to non-Whites
(Martell, 2013; Tate & Page, 2018). Institutional racism evolves from individual bias
when racially-biased individuals gain positions of power in society to fashion law and
policy to maintain their power, namely White supremacy (Picower, 2009). CRT theorizes
that Whiteness and White supremacy in the U.S. have become property rights through the
enactment of laws, codes, and precedents that individuals with power use to maintain
institutionalized systems to protect their political, social, and economic power (Bell,
1995; Ladson-Billings & Tate, 1995; Rector-Aranda, 2016). Bailey et al. (2017) defined
whiteness-as-property’s conversion into institutionalized racism as “racially adverse
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discriminatory policies and practices carried out [by] state or non-state institutions based
on racialised group membership” (p. 1455). Williams et al. (2019) defined
institutionalized racism as “processes of racism that are embedded in laws, policies, and
practices of society and its institutions that provide advantages to racial groups deemed as
superior, while differentially oppressing, disadvantaging, […] racial groups viewed as
inferior (p. 107). As a public policy vehicle for federal, state, and local governments,
public schooling may institutionalize racism as a method to promulgate power, control,
and domination and “perpetuate societal injustices” (Rector-Aranda, 2016, p. 3).
The American legal system recognizes education as a property right (Capper,
2015). The perpetual intersection of race and property in the U.S. historically honors
White people who “were the only people who could legally own property, while AfricanAmericans could not own property and they themselves became property" (Capper, 2015,
p. 803). Owning property and sanctioning laws and policies as methods to protect White
control of their property became institutionalized and permanent (Ladson-Billings &
Tate, 1995). White power structures exerted control by quickly disenfranchising Black
citizens through Jim Crow laws (Capper, 2015). These strategies preserved Whiteness as
a property right since the privileged White class controlled the legal means as "a right to
exclude others" (Harris, 1993, p. 1736). As decided by American legal precedent and
codified laws, "owning white identity as property affirmed the self-identity and liberty of
whites, and conversely denied that self-identity and liberty of Blacks" (Harris, 1993, p.
1743). The American tradition has therefore been that a White person's Whiteness is their
property. Therefore, the use of CRT in educational research "overwhelmingly
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favor[s]…employing critical pedagogy in both K-12 and teacher education settings
(Berchini, 2017, p. 465).
In the last year, CRT implementation has received criticism in educational
settings across the country, considering the murder of George Floyd and the resulting
demands for elevation in social justice awareness (Giles et al., 2020). In 2021, 20 state
attorneys general informed the U.S. Department of Education of their opposition to
teaching critical race theory concepts in public schools, including South Carolina (Hays,
2021). Despite recent criticisms of CRT in public discourse, I use it as a lens for this
research as it is timely and is necessary to analyze the extent to which implicit bias may
exist in the various discourse levels of the state’s power structures. Those in educational
power structures responsible for delivering curricular expectations to classroom teachers
could be transferring implicit bias into social studies and U.S. history classrooms.
Social Studies as the Ideal Content Area for Racial Discourse
Social studies instruction serves as the most appropriate and best-equipped
content area to unearth topics related to racial awareness and strategies to overcome
institutionalized and individual racism (Demoiny, 2018; Ladson-Billings, 2003; Martell,
2013; Martell & Stevens, 2017a). Unfortunately, educational research indicates that most
social studies instruction treats discussions of race and racism as taboo (Castagno, 2008;
Castro et al., 2015; Chandler, 2009; Glock & Klapproth, 2017; Ledesma & Calderon,
2015; Martell & Stevens, 2017b). Thus, despite the vast potential in social studies to
address issues of race and equity, a general silence exists (Smith & Crowley, 2018),
possibly because “pernicious racial beliefs…are deeply rooted and perhaps difficult to
change among social studies teachers” (Martell, 2013, p. 76). Educational research and
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student performance on South Carolina’s USHC-EOC scores indicate the opposite. This
study seeks to provide a basis to answer why social studies instruction does not produce a
culturally responsive curriculum.
Both empirical and theoretical literature on the nexus of race and education
support the claim that social studies instruction is ideal for challenging racial beliefs, both
individual and institutional (Castro et al., 2015; Chandler, 2009; Demoiny, 2018; LadsonBillings, 2003; Martell, 2013). However, researchers debate whether social studies’
purpose is an academic history or a social improvement model (Ross, 2001). While there
is agreement that a goal of social studies is enhancing democratic citizenship through
education (Ross, 2001), Noffke (2005) insisted that social studies content embodies a
dynamic set of concepts that also include economic, racial, and social justice. One of the
significant aspects of debate concerning what precisely social studies curriculum should
cover is whether "the relative emphasis [should be] given to cultural transmission or
critical and reflective thinking" (Stanley & Nelson, 1994, p. 24). As part of this debate
over the purpose of social studies, in 1994, the National Council for the Social Studies
(NCSS) published national curriculum standards to guide classroom instruction across the
country (NCSS, 2010a). NCSS stated its purpose in establishing these standards as aimed
at developing civic competence among young people. NCSS hoped students could
appreciate democracy which could eventually foster their full participation in that
democracy (NCSS, 2010b).
Social studies scholars and teachers may recognize the inherent prospects of
developing civic competence in the citizenry. However, debate continues over whether
the instructional and curricular focus of social studies should be simply to explain
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cultural and historical patterns or question and critique the development of historicalcultural patterns with an eye towards societal reform and social justice (Brimi, 2009;
Gay, 2018; Khalifa, 2018; Ladson-Billings, 2003; Ladson-Billings & Tate, 1995; Lee &
Lutz, 2005). The first option, the status quo, presents social studies and U.S. history
curriculum from a traditional point of view centered on the White Euro-centered
framework (Chandler & Branscombe, 2015; Demoiny, 2018; Epstein, 2001; Tate & Page,
2018). The second option could provide opportunities for teachers “to develop students
into effective citizens who are reflective and critical thinkers” (Byford et al., 2009, p.
165).
Student Opportunities to Explore Race Issues in Social Studies
Social studies offer a plethora of content opportunities in which explorations of
race and racism can occur within a safe environment (Aronson & Laughter, 2016; Castro
et al., 2015; Chandler & Branscombe, 2015; Epstein & Gist, 2015; Martell, 2013). While
this research study focuses on the secondary U.S. history curriculum, educational
research on other social studies content areas and middle school history classes offers
salient examples of exploring race in social studies. In the first part of this section, I
summarize two chapters of Chandler's (2015) Doing Race in Social Studies: Critical
Perspectives, a collection of various educational researchers' studies investigating the
intersection of social studies, curriculum, and race. Then, I review literature from other
scholars doing similar research.
Chandler's (2015) compilation of works exploring racial issues in social studies
include theoretical summaries and empirical studies related to developing more culturally
responsive curricula. The text incorporated critical narratives of U.S. history, shifting
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from traditional depictions of U.S. history that teachers could use "to give students a
more complicated picture of American history" (Chandler, 2015, p. 2). I review two of its
chapters to show how social studies curricula can include aspects of CRT within social
studies topics.
Two empirical studies in the book explained the power of social studies and racial
discourse with students. In Chapter 4, White Social Studies: Protecting the White Racial
Code, Chandler and Branscombe (2015) used case studies to explore the curriculum of
three White male teachers in Alabama. Chandler and Branscombe (2015) observed the
three teachers as they taught lessons on colonization and the founding of the United
States. They observed three lessons per week and “conducted 6-8 (18-24 total) interviews
per teacher over the semester: each interview lasted between one and two hours"
(Chandler & Branscombe, 2015, p. 67). They observed each teacher discussing race in
their teaching but did not observe any of the teachers challenge “the racial status quo” (p.
69) nor what the authors referred to as the “archetype of American exceptionality” (p.
70). The researchers stated that observations made apparent the teachers believed the
U.S. “as the best and most virtuous political experiment in history” (Chandler &
Branscombe, p. 70). The authors posit that the teachers spend the overwhelming majority
of instructional time on the “virtues of U.S. government, society, and economy”
(Chandler & Branscombe, p. 70). The teachers frequently marginalized negative
narratives in U.S. History such as “genocide, racism, and oppression, [which] for
example, were viewed as aberrations” and not the norm for America (Chandler &
Branscombe, p. 70). They summarized their observation data saying that the teachers
provided instruction from a “raceless narrative or at least one in which the role of race
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and racism is diminished” (Chandler & Branscombe, 2015, p. 62). While the number of
teachers in the study is small (3), the results showed how social studies teachers miss or
avoid potential moments to engage students in racial discourse.
In Chapter 6 of Chandler’s volume, Teaching Race in High School Social Studies:
Lessons from the Field, Castro et al. (2015) used a case study on one high school teacher
in the Midwest as he taught a semester-long elective social studies class on race and
racism. Such a course dedicated to explicit racial issues is rare in high schools in the U.S.
(Castro et al., 2015). The course’s purpose is to help “today’s youth…navigate the
dilemmas of racial politics at the societal, as well as the micro-level" (Castro et al., 2015,
p. 128). In a school of 2000 students, 60% of whom were White and 24% Black, the
authors used a semi-structured interview with the teacher and artifacts from the course to
determine how the teacher "utilized coursework to help scaffold student's thinking about
race, gender, and ethnicity (Castro et al., 2015, p. 134). For example, the teacher used
racial dialogues to encourage students "to both 'decipher' White mainstream cultural
knowledge, illuminate its privileged status in academic and popular cultures, and to
consider counter-narratives that acknowledge varied racial experiences and knowledge"
(Castro et al., 2015, p. 137). The researchers also found that the teacher used the same
approach teaching U.S. history, but they also admitted that the "space" and time needed
to do so "was not readily available in the typical U.S. history survey class" (Castro et al.,
2015, p. 144).
Beyond Chandler’s (2015) collection, other researchers explored the potential of
social studies to be a culturally responsive content area. Aronson and Laughter (2016)
performed a synthesis of 37 different studies on what they call "culturally responsive
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education" (p. 163). Their term adopts a framework combining Ladson-Billings and
Tate’s (1995) culturally responsive pedagogy and Gay’s (2013) culturally responsive
teaching. Aronson and Laughter’s (2016) synthesis included various content areas, such
as math, science, ELA, but their synthesis explored six studies linked to social studies.
The synthesis used studies that explored how cultural relevance could enhance social
studies teachers' classroom practices. They interviewed teachers who told them that
social justice teaching "involved risk, time, and self-reflection" (p. 186), and one teacher
felt the social studies curriculum "perpetuated social injustices in students' lives" (p. 186).
In a small urban public school, they performed a case study on an 11th-grade humanities
teacher in whose class students wrote about the most important historical events in U.S.
history at the beginning of the year and the end of the year. The authors compared student
responses from the beginning of the year to those at the end of the year and surmised that
students had a better understanding of the contributions of people of color to U.S. history
(Aronson & Laughter, 2016). Thus, the authors stated that "Social studies should be a
content area highlighting many voices of color and allowing students to reflect critically
on the past" (Aronson & Laughter, 2016, p. 186).
Epstein and Gist (2015) researched how three teachers in New York City public
schools used culturally responsive strategies to “challenge the concepts of race and
racism” among students of color in history courses (p. 40). The authors selected teachers
through targeted interviews and based participant selection on teachers that used
instruction on race. Through observation and formal and informal interviews, the
researchers determined that foregrounding race and racism in lessons "prepared students
academically and made [the students] conversant about the changing discourses of race,
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ethnicity, nationality, and culture" (Epstein & Gist, 2015, p. 56). The teachers in the
study also based history instruction "around questions of legitimate and illegitimate uses
of power…to challenge students' understandings of race and racism" (Epstein & Gist,
2015, p. 57). The authors found that if teachers developed a cultural knowledge of the
students, they could increase student sociopolitical awareness.
In analyzing his classroom practices, Martell (2013) found that when he
implemented a more culturally relevant curriculum, both Black and White students
improved their understanding of "the role race and power played in U.S. history" (p. 22).
His study involved action research of his practices in his four U.S. history courses at a
large, urban, diverse high school in New England. By using surveys, interviews, teacher
observations, and student work, he found that most students recognized racial
discrimination "as having a major impact on U.S. history" and that White students and
students of color had "different conceptions of race in the present" (Martell, 2013, p. 10).
He also found that his race-conscious classroom practices allowed White students to
more easily "see White privilege in the past," but it failed "at helping them see their
White privilege in the present" (Martell, 2013, p. 10). According to Martell (2013),
culturally responsive strategies helped students, “especially White students, better
understand the institutionalized power that privileges White Americans today” (p. 23).
He posited that framing racism in the classroom helps empower all students to challenge
institutionalized racism (Martell, 2013).
Educational research affirms that social studies may be the best content area to
explore race and racism. However, within the framework of social studies, vestiges of
race-based policy may continue to hinder how students learn U.S. history. Powers that
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control educational policy may also perpetuate White curricular control through
standards, standardized tests, and textbooks.
White Curricular Control
Research indicates a significant void of culturally diverse content and
instructional practices resulting from three influences: (a) White control of the curriculum
in standards, standardized tests, and textbooks (An, 2016; Brown & Brown, 2010a;
Castro et al., 2015; Chandler, 2016), (b) minimal, inaccurate, and sometimes invisible
representation of minority voices in the U.S. history curriculum (Martell, 2013), and (c)
minimal proficiency of the primarily White teacher workforce in providing instruction
through the lens of cultural awareness (Benson & Fiarman, 2019; Picower, 2009; Siwatu,
2007). Each of these three concepts plays a role in controlling the social studies
curriculum.
Control of Standards
Empirical research on U.S. history reveals that the study of White males typically
dominates the curriculum (An, 2016; Chandler, 2015), and most state standards leave out
serious studies geared towards students of color (Hornbeck, 2018). Effective and
historically accurate racially-themed instruction challenges the traditional White
curriculum disseminated through state and national standards and content-area textbooks
(Brown & Brown, 2010a). However, the current U.S. history curriculum continues to
center on the White narrative. As Hornbeck (2018) noted, when “people from the
dominant group of society create the standards and curricula for students of color and
minorities, they control the narrative" (p. 258).
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U.S. history curriculum in state standards tends to frame the curricular content
from a White perspective (Chandler, 2015; Demoiny, 2018; Knoester & Au, 2017;
Martell, 2013; Martell & Stevens, 2017a; Shear et al., 2015). Many state standards
reinforce racial stereotypes instead of fostering students' ability to challenge Whitecentered ethnic roles (An, 2016). National and state social studies standards, including
those for U.S. history, supply only a cursory sampling of Black narratives and commonly
portray Black Americans solely from roles of subjugation and inferiority (Brown &
Brown, 2010b; Chandler, 2015; Hornbeck, 2018). Additionally, the shift towards
standards-based instruction as promoted through the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001
(NCLB) (Public Law 107-110) may have indirectly suppressed a culturally responsive
curriculum (Brown & Brown, 2010b; Hornbeck, 2018). Darling-Hammond (2007) found
that implementing social studies standards across the country narrowed the curriculum
even more towards a White-centered lens, further marginalizing Black narratives in U.S.
history.
Strunc and King (2017) performed a critical discourse analysis of the Texas
education standards in 2017 and found those standards heavily biased toward
conservative principles. Within the Texas standards, they found celebratory accounts of
American exceptionalism, which is a belief that the U.S. as “hegemonic power, would,
because it was democratic, be different in the exercise of that power than previous world
empires” (Bell, 1975, p. 197). Strunc and King (2017) also criticized the Texas state
standards for a de-emphasis of contributions of marginalized groups in developing the
political, social, and economic systems of the United States. In Texas, the macro-level
policymakers "pre-determined for teachers and students" the critical content that needed
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emphasis (Strunc & King, 2017, p. 108). As a result, students in Texas receive instruction
“embraced by the political right” such as “limited government, rights of the individual,
and the benefits of a free enterprise economic system” while simultaneously lacking
“significant mention of diversity or the role of government in the expansion of civil rights
or civil liberties for many underrepresented groups” (Strunc & King, 2017, p. 108).
In an exploratory study of U.S. history standards in all 50 states, Hornbeck (2018)
found significant disparities between the White and Black narratives used in standards. In
addition, Hornbeck (2018) found the tendency to view Black histories such as the Civil
Rights Movement as isolated outlier events that checked the box of Black history
instruction. The study of White males typically dominates the curriculum (An, 2016;
Chandler, 2015), and most state standards leave out serious studies geared towards
students of color (Hornbeck, 2018). Hornbeck (2018) also indicated that content
standards and textbooks from all states tend to oversimplify Black historical narratives
and instead employ and emphasize a White-centered approach to U.S. history.
In a critical analysis of South Carolina's 2011 U.S. History and Constitution
Standards Support Document, Eargle (2016) found a significant weakness in the SC DOE
support document about teaching the complexities of race in U.S. history. The support
document demonstrated four weaknesses: (a) diminished the role of African-American
contributions to the development of the U.S. and resistance to enslavement, (b) avoided
attaching racism as a motivating aspect of slavery, (c) limited the list of causes of the
Civil War to a single explanation of the politics of state's rights, and (d) served, in
general, as a somewhat apologist approach to "debunking popular myths…pertaining to
southern Whites and national politicians" (Eargle, 2016, p. 303). An added challenge that
36

curricular control and distribution of a White-centered curriculum exerts on opportunity
gaps between White and Black students lies in the symbiotic relationship between U.S.
history content standards and standardized or high-stakes testing (Knoester & Au, 2017).
As a result, states created an inexorable bond between the curricular standards and the
testing regime a state develops (Brown & Brown, 2010b; Chandler, 2015; Knoester &
Au, 2017).
Control of Standardized Tests
The promulgation of state-generated high-stakes standardized testing over the last
half-century arose from political demands at federal, state, and local levels to show that
the taxes invested by communities in public education yielded not only personal but
social and economic benefits (Brewer et al., 2015). Demands for standardization,
particularly those from federal mandates, gave rise to accountability processes for public
education. South Carolina has a troubling record with the public education process
leading to a tenuous relationship between state and public education's political, social,
and economic forces (Brewer et al., 2015).
South Carolina's policymakers have traditionally focused on "minimizing taxes"
and "provided no social services, including education" (Lindle & Hampshire, 2017, p.
77). State policy tends to protect the elite's power, wealth, and influence to protect
political, social, and economic hierarchies (Elazar, 1994; Lindle & Hampshire, 2017;
Wieder, 1995). In states where slavery and Jim Crow segregation are part of the historical
narrative, vestiges of discriminatory legislation, policies, and practices may still exist,
limiting Black students’ equitable access to education in those states (Bowers et al., 2018;
Castro et al., 2015; Frankenburg et al., 2017; Morris & Monroe, 2009). The state
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legislature's historical perspective has been that "the best education was reserved for
those who could afford it" and public education was "for the lower classes" and only
needed to be minimally adequate (Brewer et al., 2015, p. 716). Furthermore, in South
Carolina, this traditionalist (Elazar, 1994) approach sustained an entrenched system
inattentive "to issues of race, rurality, and poverty" (Lindle & Hampshire, 2017, p. 84).
Demands for increased educational accountability led to the passage of the South
Carolina Education Accountability Act (1998), which then led to the creation of the highstakes U.S. history exam (USHC-EOC) and the mandate to assess all 11th-grade students
enrolled in U.S. history (S.C. Code of Laws § 59-18). Then in 2001, NCLB (Public Law
107-110) cemented standards-based instruction in the American education system and
forced states to develop accountability tests based on each state’s established standards
(Gay, 2018; Khalifa, 2018). In addition, the federal use of fiscal sanctions on states
whose students did not meet state-defined proficiency worsened performance disparities
among ethnic and racial groups (Demoiny, 2018; Gay, 2018).
Passage of NCLB (Public Law 107-110) and its accountability measures for states
enhanced an already lucrative standardized testing business due to the potential for
massive profits from taxpayer-supported state contracts (Leistyna, 2007). The process of
standardized testing has become a political and economic "cacophony" (Herman &
Baker, 2009) of various stakeholders, including politicians and corporate executives who
have no desire to take advice from experienced educators and teachers (Leistyna, 2007).
Test-making corporations reap billions as profit-making entities and use economic
incentives to align with political leaders in states to ensure highly profitable state testing
contracts (Leistyna, 2007). Corporate publishing houses are often the creators and
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suppliers of textbooks and standardized testing products to states and are more attuned to
profits and political lobbying than education and historical accuracy (Leistyna, 2007).
Other stakeholders such as political action groups, community members, local school
board members, administrators, and classroom teachers may all have input on what
standards and standardized tests include (Leistyna, 2007). This collection of so many
varied viewpoints can quickly create an atmosphere where policy may seem clear to one
group, but the collection of perspectives creates miscommunication and confusion
(Herman & Baker, 2009). This process can cause disjointedness within a singular set of
standards and standardized tests.
Knoester and Au (2017) argued that standardized testing serves as a tool for the
re-segregation of schools and effectively "converts segregation, and its white supremacist
impulses into an 'objective science’" (p. 11). The American Psychological Association,
Presidential Task Force on Educational Disparities (2012) found that racial disparities
exist at all educational levels and pointed to bias found in standardized testing
contributing to a lack of opportunities for high-status future employment (Glaser et al.,
2014). State standardized testing requirements further proliferate culturally biased
instruction that often does not engage students of color, which leads to continual
reproduction of opportunity and achievement gaps for Black students (Demoiny, 2018;
Hornbeck, 2018; Khalifa, 2018; Milner, 2016; Rector-Aranda, 2016; Theoharis, 2009).
Standardized testing presents a conundrum for social studies teachers who may
have to decide between improving students' test scores and simultaneously preparing
students for civic responsibility and life-long learning (Aronson & Laughter, 2016).
Emphasis on standardized testing by President Bush's NCLB followed by President
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Obama's Race to the Top program placed further emphasis on promulgation of standards
and curriculum reflective of White privilege (Aronson & Laughter, 2016), which has
failed traditionally marginalized students (Darling-Hammond, 2007; Milner, 2016).
Instead of an opportunity to develop a culturally responsive curriculum, standardized
tests have pushed districts, schools, and teachers to become so “preoccupied with
teaching tested content that they have little time or motivation to do much else” (Gay,
2018, p. 156).
Control of U.S. History Textbook Options
The U.S. history textbook selection and approval process in South Carolina falls
under the responsibilities of the State Board of Education (S.C. Code of Laws § 59-3145). The Board determines the criteria used to adopt textbooks and the review process
(S.C. Code of Laws § 59-31-600). Although the South Carolina General Assembly
statutorily mandates a review of U.S. history curriculum standards every seven years, the
textbook review does not have a mandated appraisal period. However, the tendency has
been to review textbooks at the same frequency as the standards (S.C. Code Regs. § 4370).
The State Department of Education's Instructional Materials Office manages the
adoption process and notifies textbook publishing companies of U.S. history books’
approval and adoption schedule. The SC DOE invites those companies to bid for
contracts to become an approved state vendors (SC DOE, 2020a). The State Board then
produces a recommended list from which school districts may select and creates a formal
review process that includes a committee comprised mostly of classroom teachers and a
public review process (SC DOE, 2020a). The statute specifically tasks the committee
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with two instructions: (a) "monitoring the accuracy of facts" and (b) assigning higher
ratings to textbooks that "support…the benefits of the American economic and political
system" (S.C. Code of Laws §59-31-600).
The SC DOE then conducts Instructional Materials Caravans throughout the state
to allow school and district staff to learn about new materials through presentations by
publishers (SC Board of Education, 2020). Individual school boards then independently
decide their adoption process. While school districts have the autonomy to select
textbooks that are not on the state recommended list, the state only funds recommended
texts and audit districts to ensure that they stick to the state-approved vendor list (S.C.
Code of Laws § 59-31-30). Given these restrictions, state funding ensures that school
boards limit textbook orders to the state-approved publishers' texts (S.C. Code of Laws §
59-31-30). In the end, this legislated process shapes the options for textbook materials
provided to classroom teachers and students.
Racial Bias in Textbooks
The selection of U.S. history textbooks in South Carolina has consistently
reflected racial bias rooted in 18th Century legislators' attempts to criminalize the
education of slaves and free Black people (Brosnan, 2016). That process encouraged
separate and unequal education systems between White and Black citizens (Brewer et al.,
2015). In addition, the state's Jim Crow Era education policy ensured the highly
inequitable distribution of resources to Black schools, including dilapidated textbooks in
which "some second-hand books bore the word 'nigger' inside" (Pellegrino et al., 2013, p.
364). These efforts supported the dominant White culture in the South despite eventual
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emancipation, enfranchisement, and a feigned public discourse of inclusiveness and racial
progress (Brosnan, 2016).
Brown and Brown (2010a) proposed that the two biggest problems with U.S.
history textbooks incorporated (a)"silence and invisibility" (p. 108) and (b)"historical bias
and distortion" (p. 109) of Black narratives in the curriculum. They claimed that
traditional textbooks not only were silent or distorted on Black history but also excused
"White Americans' complicity in African American oppression" (Brown & Brown,
2010a, p. 113). Within their review of 19th and 20th Century children’s literature in
curriculum and textbooks used in the South between Reconstruction and 1980, they
found highly offensive explicit racial narratives, stories, and songs in the curriculum with
titles such as Ten Little Niggers, Ten Little Niggers Again, and A Coon Alphabet which
portrayed Black Americans within a Sambo narrative as clumsy, ignorant, and violent
(Brown & Brown, 2015). This narrative within the South was an attempt to prolong
inequities and sustain the racial status quo by framing African Americans into what
Brown and Brown, (2010a) called "Racial Others" (p. 124). They argued that even
modern textbooks and curricular standards preserve implicit bias in which Black
contributions receive minimal coverage or are missing to perpetuate "enduring racism"
(Brown & Brown, 2015, p. 125).
Brown and Brown (2010b) also conducted a literary analysis of U.S. history
textbooks in Texas to ascertain how state-approved curriculum materials portrayed
violence targeted at African Americans. Their study involved literary analysis of 19
textbooks used at various levels throughout the Texas curriculum. They concluded that
although modern textbooks are more inclusive of Black narratives traditionally left out of
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the curriculum, the portrayals of how White individuals and institutions continue to exert
White privilege by diminishing the seriousness or severity in which the system treats
Black citizens (Brown & Brown, 2010b). The textbooks often portrayed racism as
individual character flaws and not part of a more systematic approach to limiting Black
access to freedom and liberty.
Stoskopf and Bermudez (2017) analyzed how textbooks portrayed the abolitionist
movement of the antebellum period in four U.S. history textbooks widely used in the
Northeast and Midwest. Using a critical discourse lens, narrative framing, and
positioning, the researchers investigated the textual language used within the textbooks to
assess the portrayal of the non-violent aspects employed by abolitionists (Stoskopf &
Bermudez, 2017). From their analysis, they concluded that all four textbooks "presented
an incomplete representation of the Abolition Movement's approach to non-violent
democratic change" and that the texts depicted the abolitionists as a "key factor in the
outbreak of large-scale violence" (Stoskopf & Bermudez, 2017, p. 104). Each textbook
used “radical” as the language to describe actors within the abolitionist movement
(Stoskopf & Bermudez, 2017, p. 104). Given this one-sided depiction of the abolitionist
movement, Stoskopf and Bermudez argued that the textbook-based curriculum failed in
"equipping [students] with skills to analyze critical discourses" (p. 106) critically.
Woodson (2015) performed a qualitative, ethnographic study on six Black urban
students and their perspectives on how textbooks affected their perceptions of civil rights
leaders. Using a case study approach with students identified as at-risk that attended
underperforming urban schools over three years, the researcher conducted semistructured interviews and focus groups. Woodson (2015) found that the students in the
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study all demonstrated a "contentious relationship" with the U.S. history textbook.
Participants responded with statements such as "the textbooks 'lie,' that Black people
'disappear,' and that Black women leaders are 'missing' from textbook accounts" (p. 62).
One student in the study noted that the textbook did not present "our history," referencing
Black history and Black women (Woodson, 2015, p. 62). Woodson (2015) discussed the
need for teachers to identify curricular gaps in the textbook and plan supplementing
strategies to engage students of color. While the sample used in the study is small, the
results demonstrate similar research patterns of Black student disengagement from the
textbook and curriculum.
Student textbooks by policy design and statutes reflect state instructional content
standards. This reflection replicates the same racial bias present within the content and
curriculum standards that include inaccurate and incomplete information about Black
experiences in the U.S. curricular narrative (An, 2016; Brown & Brown, 2015; Martell &
Stevens, 2018). The curricular system of standards, standardized testing, and textbooks
may proliferate the ways historians and educators often marginalize and silence minority
voices in curriculum standards (King & Womac, 2014).
Marginalization and Silence of Minority Voices
Critical education scholars continue to draw attention to how U.S. history
curricula treat Black and other minority narratives from a highly narrow and limited
perspective (Brown & Brown, 2015; Gay, 2018; Hornbeck, 2018; Howard, 2004;
Journell, 2008; King & Womac, 2014; Ladson-Billings, 2003; Stoskopf & Bermudez,
2017). If USHC standards, textbooks, and the USHC- EOC lack diverse voices, the
classroom instruction in social studies can also lack cultural diversity and minority
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voices, particularly content related to racial themes and Black students (Ladson-Billings,
2003; Martell & Stevens, 2017b; Taylor et al., 2018). King and Womac (2014) stated,
"For Black American history, the social studies curriculum has historically served as an
essential apparatus that strategically omitted or presented inaccurate and stereotypical
portrayals of Black Americans to serve a specific political purpose and justify
paternalistic attitudes and racial mistreatment” (p. 40). The U.S. history curriculum
across the country mostly marginalizes Black history and preserves racist interpretations
of both the past and present (Brown & Brown, 2010b; King, 2017). Marginalization
occurs when “curriculum narrative removes the layers of contexts that inform a historical
figure's life [and] distorts and silences the contributions of African Americans" (Brown &
Brown, 2015).
Educational researchers have found that Black narratives in the U.S. history
curriculum (Stoskopf & Bermudez, 2017) and the U.S. history textbook (Brown &
Brown, 2010a) receive minimal coverage. The curriculum marginalizes Black
involvement in U.S. history (Hornbeck, 2018; Stoskopf & Bermudez, 2017; Strunc &
King, 2017), or is completely silent or ignores Black history (Brown & Brown, 2010b;
Demoiny, 2018; King, 2017; Martell & Stevens, 2017a). Brown & Brown (2010) state
that "curriculum is not the passive and neutral passing of knowledge. Rather, it is the
implicit and explicit shaping of social reality" (p. 104). If so, then the distortion or
invisibility of Black narratives within the U.S. history curriculum not only reflects White
control of the curriculum but may also reflect policy-makers views towards education and
society.
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Marginalization of Minority Voices
Theoretical research on curricular voids focuses on developing curriculum and
instructional practices from a culturally responsive perspective instead of misrepresenting
or staying silent on culturally diverse learning. The tendency to portray Black U.S.
history from a negative perception in the curriculum is a common complaint of
educational researchers since it offers scant narratives for Black students with which to
identify, but also may perpetuate implicit and deficit interpretations about Black students
among White students (Demoiny, 2018; Martell & Stevens, 2017b). The extent to which
the social studies curriculum persists through a White lens can be detrimental to White
and Black students (Martell & Stevens, 2018).
Ladson-Billings (1995) put forth a theory of culturally relevant pedagogy (CRP)
to "argue for its centrality in the academic success of African Americans and other
children who have not been well served by our nation's public schools" (p. 159). She
stated that teachers should integrate students' cultures seamlessly into the curriculum "as
a vehicle for learning" (p.161). Ladson-Billings also advocated that CRT apply to
education to eliminate colorblindness when teachers avoid seeing race and color. LadsonBillings and others (e.g., Ledesma & Calderon, 2015; Sleeter, 2017) decry colorblindness
as a shallow approach to avoid appearances of racism.
In 2003, Ladson-Billings applied CRT tenets directly to social studies instruction,
particularly to counter the misrepresentations and silences around race in standards so
that "social studies can serve as a curricular home for unlearning racism that has
confounded us as a nation" (p. 8). In her 2014 journal article Culturally Relevant
Pedagogy 2.0: a.k.a. the Remix, Ladson-Billings criticized both scholars and educators
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she observed who employed tenets of CRP at a surface level. She found that scholars and
educators claimed to be using CRP only by "search[ing] for cultural examples and
analogues as they taught prescribed curricula" as opposed to fully immersing instruction
in cultural relevance (pp. 77-78). Thus, she modified her phrase to "culturally sustaining
pedagogy" (p. 76) to encourage scholarly writing and the curriculum to adapt, move, and
evolve as research and historical interpretations of culture change.
Gay (2013), an ardent proponent of culturally responsive teaching practices,
stated that her initial motivation for tackling educational issues of cultural diversity over
the last two decades stemmed initially from her desire to see accurate portrayals of racial
groups within curricula. Gay (2018) espoused concepts in her book Culturally Responsive
Teaching similar to Ladson-Billings' (2003) proposals. Gay (2018) claimed, "close
interactions among ethnic identity, cultural background, and student achievement…are
becoming increasingly apparent" (p. 32). Additionally, she offered a causal explanation
of the underachievement of students of color as due to "cultural blindness" (p. 28)
resulting from three sources: (a) a belief that education has nothing to do with culture, (b)
too many teachers holding such a belief fail to understand that their practices reflect
Euro-American cultural values, and additionally, (c) teachers mistakenly believe that
treating students differently because of their culture embodies racial discrimination (Gay,
2018, pp. 28-29). These theoretical insights recommend a change in paradigm to address
Black student engagement and achievement and disrupt the status quo of a Whiteness-
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based curriculum (Gay, 2018). However, the theory has yet to translate into reform of
traditional approaches to curriculum.
Studies spanning from the late 1990s to now produced evidence that Black and
other minority narratives do not receive equitable representation in U.S. history
curriculum standards (Epstein, 1998; Journell, 2008; Lucy et al., 2020; Martell &
Stevens, 2017b; Pellegrino et al., 2013). Epstein (1998, 2000, 2015) conducted a series of
studies to explore students' perceptions towards the U.S. history curriculum. Using
questionnaires and interviews, Epstein (1998) probed 46 high school students about
significant historical figures and events, the credibility of historical sources, student
versus family historical accounts, and "treatment of African Americans historically and in
contemporary society" (p. 401). Epstein found that White and Black students in the same
classes developed different conceptions about the importance of historical individuals and
events. White students identified the nation-founding era (56%) as the most significant
era of individuals and events (Epstein, 1998, p. 402). In contrast, Black students
identified African American equality (66%) as the most significant era of U.S. history
(Epstein, 1998, pp. 402-403). In the U.S. history curriculum, Black students identified
more Black Americans as significant figures. In contrast, White students identified White
Americans except for Martin Luther King, Jr., which both Black and White students
identified as significant (Epstein, 1998, pp. 403-404). Epstein's (1998) research indicates
that students exposed to the same curriculum perceive the content through their racial
lens. Student responses on the questionnaire regarding the credibility of historical
sources, Black students indicated a reliance on family members (34%) and the teacher
(21%) as their primary source of reliable information. In comparison, White students
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relied on the textbook (38%) and the teacher (32%) (Epstein, 1998, p. 403). Another
interesting finding in the study was that Black students relied on movies, television, and
videos (21%) more than they did the textbook (13%) (Epstein, 1998, p. 403). This
literature reveals that White and Black students conceptualize cultural information and
cultural instruction differently despite being taught the same information in the same
way.
In later research, Epstein (2000) reported a study on elementary and secondary
students in a diverse Midwest community from 1993-1999. From interviews with
teachers and classroom observations, she found that even when teachers discussed Black
narratives throughout other historical periods in the curriculum, White secondary students
"discussed African Americans only during enslavement and the civil rights movement,"
and the White students explained slavery "in terms of Black servitude but not in terms of
White ownership or abuse" (Epstein, 2001, p. 44). In discussing the Bill of Rights, White
students defined it as the "document that 'gave us our rights" while Black students
defined it as "only [applying] to White people" and that it "was written for White men"
(Epstein, 2001, p. 44). Thus, White and Black students provided the same learning
experience may interpret the curriculum in diverse ways. Then, differing interpretations
by Black students of classroom learning experiences may also translate into
disconnections with the standards-based curriculum serving as the foundation for highstakes standardized testing.
Journell (2008) analyzed the U.S. history standards of nine states, including South
Carolina, which "incorporate end-of-course examinations that hold teachers and students
accountable for content knowledge" (p. 41). The use of the standardized testing approach
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"offers the best representation of how formal curriculum can effectively influence
instruction that students receive in the classroom" (Journell, 2008, p. 43). He analyzed the
standards of all nine states looking specifically for how the standards treat African
Americans based on 13 categories such as the historical beginnings of slavery in the U.S.,
slave revolts, emancipation, segregation, the civil rights movement, and post-Civil Rights
contributions and coded instances in which African Americans were mentioned explicitly
based on those categories (Journell, 2008). Eight categories portrayed African Americans
from a position of oppression and the remainder “celebrated African American
achievements and contributions” or referenced modern civil rights issues (Journell, 2008,
p. 43). Looking for patterns in the data, he found three common topics among all nine
states’ standards; (a) slavery, (b) segregation, and (c) the Civil Rights Movement, all of
which portrayed Black history from a White dominant perspective (Journell, 2008).
Furthermore, through his coding and analysis of each state's standards, he found
references to African Americans portrayed from a position of oppression frequently but
found standards on the contributions of “African Americans receive considerably less
attention” than those from a dominated position (pp. 46-47). The emphasis on Black U.S.
history from a negative position occurs in the standards and textbooks.
Pellegrino et al. (2013) explored the topic of segregation and faulted the U.S.
history curriculum for "only cursory coverage of salient events" (p. 356). They pointed
out that the curriculum excludes narratives discussing African Americans' positive strides
in the absence of "enlightened" Whites (Pellegrino et al., 2013, p. 356). Segregation is a
salient part of the American experience and essential learning for students (Pellegrino et
al., 2013). However, it is discussed rarely and often inadequately within the U.S. history
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curriculum (Brown & Brown, 2015; Pellegrino et al., 2013). A more culturally relevant
curriculum would provide a complete understanding of how Black individuals coped with
and, in some cases thrived, during 100 years of Jim Crow segregation (Pellegrino et al.,
2013). Identifying these types of holes in the curriculum may provide teachers
opportunities for students to develop skills addressing individual and institutional racism
inherent in standards and textbooks.
The Southern Poverty and Law Center (SPLC) released a study in 2018 on how
educators teach American slavery. As part of its Teaching Tolerance series, the SPLC
released several reports on race and education called Teaching Hard History. The 2018
report on American slavery conducted a survey of 1,786 teachers and 1,000 high school
seniors and performed a detailed review of state standards in 15 states and 12 popular
textbooks (SPLC, 2018). The report found that student responses about their knowledge
of slavery in the U.S. “were dismal, even on very easy items” (SPLC, 2018, p. 22).
Teacher survey data indicated that teachers discuss slavery in the classroom but focus on
the economic aspects (SPLC, 2018). Only over half (52%) discuss the political aspects of
slavery relative to the founding of the U.S. and its founding documents (SPLC, 2018).
Teachers also indicated discomfort teaching certain aspects of slavery, such as the cruel
inhumanity and particularly sexual abuse, when discussing with students (SPLC, 2018).
The SPLC generated a list of 10 Key Concepts for teaching American slavery and rated
the content included in the state standards and textbooks on a Likert scale (APLC, 2018).
The scale scored “0” for no coverage, “1” for a brief mention, “2” for some examination,
and “3” for in-depth treatment (SPLC, 2018, p. 45). The report found that state standards
“were weak when dealing with the history and legacy of American slavery” (SPLC,
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2018, p. 35). Textbooks received a grade on how they portrayed American slavery.
Scores ranged from a low of "20" to a high of "70" with a mean average of "45.6"
(APLC, 2018, p. 36). The report recommended fully integrating slavery instruction into
U.S. history, using original historical documents, making textbooks better, and
strengthening the overall curriculum because states communicate what material is
important and what teachers should teach (APLC, 2018).
Lucy et al. (2020) used recent artificial intelligence developments in natural
language processing (NLP) to assess the language of 15 of the most popularly used U.S.
history textbooks among Texas schools. The emerging NLP technology allows
researchers to sample massive amounts of textual content and rapidly produce a
quantitative analysis of large volumes of discourse such as textbooks (Lucy et al., 2020).
Results of this analysis of textbook content indicated two facets of selected U.S. history
textbooks in Texas: (a) the pronoun "his" was one of the most used pronouns indicating
overemphasis on the male gender, and (b) references to specifically identified White
individuals, occurred far more frequently than any other group (Lucy et al., 2020, p. 7).
The researchers generated a list of the 50 most frequently mentioned individuals across
all 15 textbooks from the analysis. They found that of the top 50, a total of 45 were White
men, 4 were Black men (Barack Obama, Martin Luther King, Jr., Dred Scott, and
Frederick Douglas), and one was a White woman (Eleanor Roosevelt) (Lucy et al., 2020,
p. 8). In an additional analysis of verbs, results "showed that Black people are depicted
with less power and agency than other social groups" (Lucy et al., 2020, p. 9). According
to the authors, the textbooks depicted Black people mostly "in the context of slavery and
racial oppression" (Lucy et al., 2020, p. 10). In addition to quantitatively demonstrating
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the deficit narrative of Black U.S. history, the study also found that Republican-voting
school districts and counties in Texas tended to adopt textbooks that emphasized more
White male narratives of U.S. History (Lucy et al., 2020). Their findings echoed Strunc
and King’s (2017) critical discourse analysis of the Texas government standards in which
they found the state's standards to be heavily biased toward conservative principles. That
study revealed that Texas standards emphasized celebratory accounts of White
contributions throughout the U.S. history curriculum and de-emphasized the
contributions of marginalized groups (Strunc & King, 2017). The marginalization of
Black narratives within the curriculum is not limited to textbooks and standards. Even
well-meaning and racially conscious educators may unintentionally proliferate
misrepresentations through pedagogical decisions.
Often Black and minority narratives become a limited event like Black History
month or special assemblies instead of infused throughout the curriculum (Martell, 2013;
Rector-Aranda, 2016). In 2015, the National Museum of African American History and
Culture (NMAAHC) performed a study that surveyed 525 teachers and performed 72
interviews and five focus groups to describe how social studies teachers integrated Black
history into their classrooms (NMAAHC, 2015). The study found that undoubtedly
"teachers feel strongly that their students need to be made aware of, appreciate, and have
empathy for the African American experience” (NMAAHC, 2015, p. 53). Additionally,
the research showed that educators “want to be able to fully integrate African American
history into their lesson plans, rather than relegating the history as a sidebar” (NMAAHC,
2015, p. 54). Despite these findings, however, the study revealed that customarily this
enthusiasm only occurred in a couple of lessons or units and that only "10% of total
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history or social studies lessons annually” are devoted to Black history in U.S. history
classrooms" (NMAAHC, 2015, p. 53). While teachers may be willing on the surface to
create a more culturally responsive curriculum based on this report, other research
indicated that non-White students perceive shallow attempts to integrate their history into
the curriculum.
Despite the debate for social studies to be a place where students can grapple with
race issues in historical and modern contexts (Martell, 2013), the delivery of the
curriculum may fail to do so. In his 2004 study of a U.S. history middle school classroom
in a diverse school in California, Howard (2004) found that students "viewed the social
studies as a place where race and race-related issues were not addressed" (p. 493).
Howard (2004) used semi-structured interviews, focus groups, and classroom
observations 2-3 times per week over two months to collect data. He identified ten
students to interview based on his perceptions of their "interest and engagement with the
course content" during his observations (Howard, 2004, p. 489). He also selected students
with racial balance in mind (3 African American, 2 Asian American, 3 Latinos, and 2
Whites) (Howard, 2004, p. 490). He then coded the data to identify patterns and themes
(Howard, 2004). Students in Howards’ study found social studies to be boring and that
the subject just "dealt with getting along and cooperating and being proud to be
American" while learning "the same old stuff…[George] Washington, Abraham Lincoln,
Martin Luther King, all of the wars, and it just gets tired" (Howard, 2004, p. 493).
Howard (2004) reported that students in his study found their social studies teachers to be
"indifferent to race and race-related issues" (p. 497). As a result, he determined that non-
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White students did not see themselves reflected in the social studies curriculum, which
focused on the White and male versions of history (Howard, 2004).
A nation’s history is frequently used as "part of nation-building projects" to
provide "celebratory accounts" of a dominant group over a marginalized minority group
(Stoskopf & Bermudez, 2017, p. 93). However, historical narratives of a single powerful
group do not typically promote any critical interpretation of that prevailing narrative but
entrench idealistic portrayals of the dominant group (Stoskopf & Bermudez, 2017). Thus,
the perpetuation of the traditional White, Euro-centered curriculum while concomitantly
marginalizing and misrepresenting Black narratives may fail to provide cultural
competence to students (Rector-Aranda, 2016). Misrepresenting and marginalizing the
impact of Black people in U.S. history fails to promote the civil and cultural
competencies promoted by NCSS standards (Demoiny, 2018). Criticism of the discourse
of standards and textbooks reveals challenges to developing a culturally relevant
curriculum. However, educational research also indicates that the total absence or silence
of racial discourse in the curriculum may illuminate implicit bias in education.
Silences
In addition to the marginalization of the Black experience, the U.S. history
curriculum can be silent on Black history. A common criticism of the U.S. history
curriculum among critical researchers is the complete absence of essential historical
Black narratives (An, 2016; Brown & Brown, 2015; Castro et al., 2015; Chandler, 2009;
Hornbeck, 2018; Lintner, 2004; Martell, 2013; Martell & Stevens, 2017b; Pellegrino et
al., 2013; Picower, 2009; Shear et al., 2015). Among researchers investigating the study
of history in national and state educational policy, Stoskopf and Bermudez (2017)
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claimed these policies "aimed at shaping citizens' …identities" (p. 93). However, these
curricular policies tended to "convey a single version" of history while also marginalizing
or eliminating "the historical experience and perspectives of a minority or alternative
groups who do not fit the mold" (p. 94). At times, political forces have pushed for "the
outright removal of particular histories and stories in the school curriculum in textbooks"
(Brown & Brown, 2010b, p. 108). Therefore, state educational policies and processes can
also keep White control over curriculum, instruction, and assessment by minimizing or
eliminating minority voices in the U.S. history curriculum (Brown & Brown, 2010b;
Chandler, 2009; Hornbeck, 2018).
Curricular silences. The basic understanding of curricular silence is that it is an
absence of textual or verbal expressions about minoritized and marginalized groups
(Castagno, 2008) that preserve the status quo of Whiteness. It occurs “by simultaneously
denying students the capacity to critically engage with [racial discourse]” (RectorAranda, 2016, p. 6) in order to avoid “racial discomfort” of Whites (Di Angelo, 2011, p.
60). Silences in the curriculum can reinforce racial stereotypes and racial bias
suppressing the experiences of Black voices in favor of the history curriculum dominated
by White narratives (Howard, 2004; King & Womac, 2014). This silencing process of the
curriculum originates with institutional power structures seeking to maintain the
Whiteness of the status quo (Castagno, 2008). Nevertheless, silencing proliferates
through classroom teachers who are unaware that the curriculum is silenced (Delpit,
1988) or fear engagement of racial discourse in the classroom (Grinage, 2019).
Huckin (2002) developed four categories of textual silence to analyze curriculum;
(1) speech-act silence, in which the author intentionally leaves information out of a
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discourse; (2) presupposed silence, which omits information assumed to be known by the
audience; (3) discreet silences, which omits information of a sensitive nature to avoid
offense; and (4) manipulative silences, which are efforts to conceal information
intentionally. In addition to developing these categories of silences, Huckin (2002) and
Rector-Aranda (2016) also discussed how institutions and individuals might silence
conversations around race by deflecting into peripheral topics such as poverty as a
strategy to avoid direct dialogue on race (Huckin, 2002; Rector-Aranda, 2016). This
conflation of terms frequently arises in group settings, particularly within mixed
company, to alleviate discomfort from race-based conversations (Benson & Fiarman,
2019; Chandler, 2009; Martell & Stevens, 2018).
Based on national textbook adoption trends, Stoskopf and Bermudez (2017)
researched four widely used U.S. history textbooks. The authors specifically analyzed
how each of the textbooks treated the abolitionist movement. Stoskopf and Bermudez
(2017) point out that an essential part of their analysis process was "dispensing with the
notion of a 'neutral third person' guiding the narration within the textbook" (p. 95). In
other words, a textbook's discourse, or narration, is not neutral as it can serve as a
discursive device that communicates explicit and implicit bias (Fairclough, 2012).
Stoskopf and Bermudez (2017) found that the U.S. history textbook's narratives silenced
the non-violent protests and actions of the abolitionist movement and instead portrayed
the movement primarily from a violent perspective. The elimination of content on the
peaceful and non-violent actions of the movement could skew perceptions of both
teachers and students. They posit that this flawed narrative in textbooks presents the
abolitionist movement as one of the causes of the Civil War (Stoskopf & Bermudez,
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2017). The framing of the narrative in such a way impacts how society learns its history
(Stoskopf & Bermudez, 2017).
In a literary analysis of state-adopted U.S. History books in Texas, Brown and
Brown, (2010a) explored how textbooks presented violence towards Black Americans
during slavery, the Jim Crow era, and the civil rights era. They found the textbooks
portrayed attacks on Black people as purely isolated, random actions of racist individuals
(Brown & Brown, 2010a). The textbooks silenced the systemic power structures of the
Southern states that stood to benefit from the maintenance of White supremacy (Brown &
Brown, 2010a). This nuance, the authors argue, presents racism as existing only from a
micro-level and distorts how students perceive large-scale institutional racism (Brown &
Brown, 2010a). Such silence could partially explain why some Whites continue to reject
the notion that Black citizens suffer from institutionalized racism in the United States.
Brown and Brown (2015) further detail that the school curriculum also attempts to
portend a post-racial American society that feeds off the silences of Black narratives.
Textbooks and standards in the current curriculum present more Black U.S. history than
offered in past decades, which seems to indicate progress (Brown & Brown, 2015). The
U.S. History curriculum of the 2000s does include narratives on the dehumanizing nature
of slavery, Black resistance to domination, and note “key African Americans such as
Phyllis Wheatley, Harriet Tubman, Martin Luther King, Rosa Parks, and Frederick
Douglass” (Brown & Brown, 2015, p. 119). However, they argue that the “contemporary
curriculum insidiously neglects to address how racial domination pervaded the founding
and much of the history of the United States” (Brown & Brown, 2015, p. 123). In
addition, the authors argue that conservative power brokers have resisted even these
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modest improvements to the Black U.S. history curriculum and used their influence on
school boards and in school districts to resist more culturally responsive education
(Brown & Brown, 2015). This resistance, the authors contend, demonstrates that
“Eurocentrism and White supremacy” continue to pervade the school curriculum (Brown
& Brown, 2015, p. 122). Thus, the “school curriculum…has been one of the most
effective mechanisms to (not) tell the story of race in the United States” (Brown &
Brown, 2015, p. 125).
Teacher silences. Race and racial discourse are taboo subjects of discourse for
many Whites (Irby, 2018). DiAngelo (2011) claimed that White people live in an
insulated condition in North America whereby they expect to avoid race-based stress in
conversation and feel an entitlement to maintain this level of comfort. She referred to this
condition as White Fragility and defined it as “a state in which even a minimum amount
of racial stress becomes intolerable, triggering a range of defensive moves” (DiAngelo,
2011, p. 54). Whites typically respond to racial discourse with “anger, fear, and guilt”
and are prone to “argumentation, silence, and leaving the stress-inducing situation”
(DiAngelo, 2011, p. 54). Since most classroom teachers in the U.S. are White, this
fragility could significantly hinder the development of a culturally responsive curriculum
when student bodies are becoming increasingly diverse (Benson & Fiarman, 2019;
Rector-Aranda, 2016; Woodson, 2015).
According to the U.S. DOE’s (2016) report, The State of Racial Diversity in the
Educator Workforce, White teachers make up 82% of elementary and secondary teachers
in the United States. The same report showed that 49% of students in U.S. classrooms
were non-White (US DOE, 2016). Almost half of the schools in the U.S. do not have a
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single teacher of color on staff (Picower, 2009). While the differences between the races
of teachers and the diversity of students do not automatically translate to overt racism
among teachers, educational research reports that White teachers often report struggling
with self-efficacy to teach minority students effectively, particularly Black children
(Allen & White-Smith, 2014; Demoiny, 2018; Milner, 2016; Siwatu, 2007; Sleeter,
2017).
Implicit bias emerges as teacher silences since silences serve to omit or minimize
the contributions of Black Americans in the U.S. history curriculum. Castagno (2008)
explained how silences might result from implicit biases that educators possess. Castagno
(2008) found that “educators are consistently silent and socializing students to be silent
about [issues of race]” (p. 314). Castagno’s study involved observations, plus formal and
informal interviews of 24 teachers and administrators of two middle schools, one school
serving low-income and one serving middle- and upper-class students in an urban school
in Utah (Castagno, 2008). For her study, she made a distinction between silence, which
she defined as an absence, and silencing as "an act done to someone else" (Castagno,
2008, p. 318). She found that the teachers and administrators both implicitly accepted
racially coded language such as references to "language minority" students and "refugee"
students, which Castagno (2008) determined conflated terms for Latino and Black
students (p. 321). She justified her conclusion by explaining that nearly all Black students
were Somali Bantu at the school. Her study indicated this pattern within the school
district office as well, where discourse tended to center around "eastside" and "westside"
schools or in which "language, poverty, and refugee status all served as signifiers of race"
(p. 321). Teachers at the middle- and upper-class schools of primarily White students did
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not respond to in- and out-of-class examples of racist talk. For example, Castagno
observed that teachers failed to correct students' references to Krauts for Germans, using
fingers to slant their eyes to enact Japanese soldiers, or portraying Ute natives as savage
and uncivilized. Castagno (2008) found that teachers rarely addressed these occurrences,
and if they did, they tended to suppress any discussion due to discomfort about racial
dialogue. Interviews with the teachers indicated that while teachers spoke about culture,
diversity, ethnicity, socioeconomics, and learning styles, their responses simply
legitimized the status quo and implicitly maintained Whiteness (Castagno, 2008).
Grinage (2019) conducted a critical ethnographic research project over a school
year that investigated the lives of five Black 12th grade students at a multiracial suburban
high school. Grinage (2019) observed classrooms, conducted interviews with the five
students, and analyzed the school’s curriculum in a school where he previously worked.
Due to his own experiences at the school, he was aware that racist incidents occurred at
the school (Grinage, 2019). Interviews with the students revealed that all five experienced
"various moments when they were ignored or denied the opportunity to discuss racial
issues" (Grinage, 2019, p. 237). One student in his study, Monica, reported asking her
White geography teacher why their state had some of the best test scores in the nation but
led the nation with the most significant achievement gap (Grinage, 2019, p. 237). She
reported that the teacher was offended and asked why that would be the teachers' fault
(Grinage, 2019). Grinage (2019) reported that the incident demonstrated a silencing of
racial issues by the teacher refusing to address Monica's question and making her feel
like the question was inappropriate.
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Monica's experience exemplifies how a culture of power (Delpit, 1988) provides
teachers the authority to silence racial dialogue (Grinage, 2019). Another student in
Grinage's (2019) study, James, when asked why teachers do not discuss race responded
that white teachers are not comfortable talking about race (p. 238). All the students in the
study reported that teachers at the school refuse to teach, discuss, or even mention race
(Grinage, 2019). Grinage (2019) claimed that the incidents in his study support
Castagno’s (2008) assertion that these silences “perpetuate White hegemonic ideologies
within school and classroom spaces” (Grinage, 2019, p. 237). Teachers' discomfort with
dealing with racial issues may preserve their comfort (DiAngelo, 2011) but may
significantly proliferate implicit bias in classrooms.
Conclusion
As demonstrated through the literature, dominant White power structures continue
to dictate curriculum dissemination through control of standards, standardized tests, and
textbooks. Additionally, classroom teachers may unintentionally serve as vehicles to
preserve the Whiteness of educational practice and instruction through various
expressions, or silences, about implicit bias and race-based beliefs (Glock & Klapproth,
2017; Lintner, 2004). Combining a majority White teacher workforce using a Whitecentered curriculum and White-centered textbooks may create an environment that
perpetuates racial stereotyping in schools and stifles efforts to create culturally diverse
and culturally responsive curriculum (Blaisdell, 2005; Lintner, 2004).
Research on implicit bias shows that involuntary discriminatory actions towards
Black Americans in school settings persist (Neitzel, 2018). Blaisdell (2005) asserted that
often White teachers do not recognize White as a race and view ethnicity and race only in
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references to minorities. To foster a culturally responsive curriculum, educators must be
aware of the macro-level challenges that racial discourse in the curriculum exists in
standards, standardized tests, and textbooks. Also, classroom teachers must recognize
how their individual implicit biases may impact the pedagogical decisions they make.
In Chapter Three, I explain the methods I used to select data sources and my
process data collection such as locating agency documents and conducting semistructured interviews. I describe my methods for selecting participants and discuss my
positionality and how it may affect the decisions and interpretations that I make in the
study. Finally, I explain my methods for analyzing the collected data.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHOD
I used critical discourse analysis (CDA) for this research study and employed an
exploratory critical, descriptive method (Fairclough, 1995, 2012). The purpose of the
study was to discover the intended and unintended meanings of written and spoken
language framing secondary U.S. History and Constitution (USHC) instruction in South
Carolina across multiple levels of its policy system for education (Brewer et al., 2015;
O’Laughlin & Lindle, 2015). Critical discourse analysis is an emergent research method
using discursive and reiterative analysis of institutional documents and the words and
language of educational practitioners. A CDA analytical approach can reveal how official
and informal rhetoric can create, proliferate, and legitimize socially constructed bases of
power, influence, and social inequalities (Fairclough, 2012; Mullett, 2018; van Dijk,
1993; Wodak & Meyer, 2009). CDA methods tend to be study-specific and employ
flexibility depending on the researcher’s goals and frameworks (Anderson & Holloway,
2020; Wodak & Meyer, 2009). Meyer (2001) noted that CDA includes no singular
guiding theoretical viewpoint or method. Discursive analysis, in its essence, “must be
multi-theoretical and multi-methodical, critical and self-reflective” (Wodak, 2004, p. 64).
To accomplish the principles described by Wodak (2004), I used multiple theoretical
approaches, CDA and CRT, multiple methods, agency documents, and participant
interviews, and employed critical lenses for the intersection of racial theory in three
discourse levels, and reflexivity to consider my position in the analysis of data.
Mullett (2018) named seven steps for performing discourse analysis developed
through her synthesis of standard processes used among seminal CDA scholars. For this
64

study, I used an approach similar to Mullett’s (2018) synthesized principles for data
collection and analysis methods; (a) select the discourse; (b) locate and prepare data
sources; (c) explore the background of the text; (d) code texts and identify overarching
themes; (e) analyze the external relations in the texts; (f) analyze the internal relations in
the texts; and (g) interpret the data. I incorporated these steps within the context of the
three discourse levels (macro, meso, and micro) the study explores. Therefore, I
organized this chapter into the following sections: selecting the discourse (step a), data
sources and collection, participant selection, positionality (step b and c), data analysis
techniques (step d, e, and f), and then I presented findings in Chapter 4 and discuss my
interpretations of the findings in Chapter 5 (step g).
Selecting the discourse
A critical discourse analysis of potential cultural bias within power structures in
the state could manifest at the legislative level and certainly among those interpreting
legislation and policy at other system levels (Hilton, 2004; Hornbeck, 2018; Lester et al.,
2017). Critical discourse analysis's focus on language emphasizes that "language is not
neutral nor a simple reflection of reality" (Lester et al., 2017, p. 3). Since dominant
groups use discourse as a tool for the proliferation of their power, investigation of that
use of language discloses the dominant group's power management (Wodak & Meyer,
2009). Therefore, CDA serves as an appropriate approach to analyzing curricular
discourse for revealing how selectively a majority uses its power to manage what
teachers teach and students learn.
For this study, I chose to analyze the discursive patterns for the delivery of U.S.
History and Constitution (USHC) standards and curricula from the South Carolina
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General Assembly and educational agencies (macro-level) through local school districts
(meso level) to individual classroom teachers (micro-level). Appendix A displays a flow
chart of the discourse patterns through which curricular policy moves between legislation
and individual classroom teachers in South Carolina. State education systems, as political
entities, wield extensive discursive power and extraordinary influence over social
processes and social beliefs (Fairclough, 1995; Hilton, 2004). Systemic discourse,
particularly in government institutions with historic racial discrimination and segregation
patterns, preserves power through the status quo, and those conditions call for critical
analysis (Hilton, 2004; Wodak & Meyer, 2009).
Data Sources & Data Collection
Before collecting data and beginning the research study, I applied to the Office of
Research Compliance at Clemson University's Institutional Review Board. The study
(#2020-369) was approved (Appendix B) and met the criteria for exempt review. All
participant names, schools, and school districts are pseudonyms to protect confidentiality
per IRB requirements. I emailed informed consent for a research study at Clemson
University (Appendix C) to each participant. In addition, I conducted all interviews using
the Zoom platform and read the informed consent to participants before interviews.
The study included two primary data sources across three discourse levels where
the vocabularies of policy and practice influence teaching and learning (Fairclough, 1995,
2012; O’Laughlin & Lindle, 2015; van Dijk, 1993). The sources included (a) macro-level
state agency documents, (b) meso-level school district documents and a semi-structured
interview with a district-level social studies coordinator, and (c) five semi-structured
micro-level interviews with classroom teachers at the nexus of curricular interpretation
66

and implementation. Agency documents served to inform the study at the macro and
meso levels, while semi-structured interviews of district and school-level employees
supplied meso and micro-level data.
CDA requires examining power structures and the legislation and policies
evolving from local, institutional, and societal forces shaping implementation decisions
(Woodside-Jiron, 2004). This study focused on discourse used throughout South
Carolina’s educational power systems because they address equal access of racial
minorities with statutory and regulatory language (Lee & Lutz, 2005; Lester et al., 2017).
Macro-Level: State Agency Documents
While all states have mechanisms about their education policies concerning
learning and achievement, curricular expectations for U.S. history in South Carolina
originate with legislation from the General Assembly. Three different state-level agencies
play a role in interpreting and implementing that legislation. They include: (a) the South
Carolina Department of Education (SC DOE), (b) the State Board of Education, and (c)
the Education Oversight Committee (South Carolina Code of Laws §59; SC DOE, 2017).
I use the abbreviation SC DOE due to the frequency of its use in this study, but I do not
abbreviate the State Board of Education because I refer to it much less frequently, and I
do not use the abbreviation for the Education Oversight Committee to eliminate any
confusion with the End-of-Course exam. While the role of each agency varies, this
research focused on the role that they play in the progressive discourse of U.S. history
curricular standards through various levels within the public education system.
To collect agency documents, I relied primarily on public documents easily
accessible through a simple Google Search. To locate codes of law in South Carolina
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related to U.S. History, I began by searching for “South Carolina Code of Laws” and
“Education,” I found South Carolina Code of Laws Title §59 – Education. Within Title
§59, two sections of the legislative code related to this study: (a) Subjects of Instruction
(§59-29), and (b) Textbooks (§59-31). As I read through the legislation, I also found
several sections of the code specifically addressing the teaching of U.S. history, including
a section on Black History instruction. I bookmarked each section on my laptop and
printed them to prepare for the analysis process.
To find other macro-level policy documents, I performed another web-based
search on the two state-level agencies affecting the development and dissemination of
USHC standards to look for related documents. The South Carolina Education Oversight
Committee and the SC DOE directly impact the implementation of the U.S. history
curriculum in South Carolina through their interpretation of the General Assembly’s
legislation. Table 3.1 identifies these agencies and the documents each produces
impacting the USHC curriculum. Once again, using a simple Google search, I located
each document online, bookmarked it on my computer, and printed it to prepare for the
analysis process.
Meso-Level: School District Documents & Interview
To assess how individual school districts interpret state-level legislation and statelevel support documents on USHC instruction, I planned to explore the resources of five
different school districts in the state. To generate a random sampling of districts to
investigate relevant to the context of the study, I decided to use Black student
performance scores on the South Carolina USHC-EOC. I made this decision for two
reasons: one, this research study seeks to identify curricular factors which may impact the
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performance of Black students on that high-stakes test, and two, to identify if meso-level
school district resources directly impact Black student performance.
Table 3.1
Agency Documents for South Carolina USHC Standards Instruction
Discourse Position
Macro

Agency
South Carolina State
Legislature

Document(s)
South Carolina Code of
Laws, Title 59 - Education
& Textbooks

Macro

South Carolina State
Department of Education

South Carolina Social
Studies College and Career
Readiness Standards

Macro

South Carolina State
Department of Education

USHC Alignment Guide
Supporting Document

Macro

Education Oversight
Committee

2016 SC Social Studies
Academic Standards:
Cyclical Review Report

To choose which five school districts to sample, I used the SC DOE’s web view
of the 2019 USHC-EOC scores (SC DOE, 2019), and I generated an Excel spreadsheet of
all districts’ USHC-EOC scores with demographic information. I then filtered for USHCEOC scores and Black students and sorted districts from highest success rates to lowest
success rates. This filter and sort produced 87 results. I removed outliers, including
specialty schools such as the S.C. School for the Deaf and Blind, the Department of
Juvenile Justice School, the Governor's School, and schools within the S.C. Public
Charter School District. In addition, three public school districts did not report scores due
to lacking the required minimum number of test-takers as defined by the S.C. Department
of Education (2019a) to report. The process of eliminating outliers left 78 school districts
from which to select the other districts for comparison.
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To select specific districts to research, I identified districts (and assigned
pseudonyms) based on their percentile rank of passing rates of Black students on the
2019 USHC-EOC (Table 3.2). These districts would also later serve as sources for the
pool of potential interview participants. The distribution of ranks covers all quartiles of
Black student performance from the highest success rate (72.5%) to the lowest (11.4%).
Although I used a quantitative measure and not geographic location to identify the
districts, districts from various state regions ended up included.
Morrison South is a large suburban school district outside of a major city and
traditionally has a solid academic reputation. Bryk-Howell is a large school district
inclusive of a major city maintaining over 80 schools with nearly every type of locale:
urban, suburban, and rural schools. Jackson County sits in the upstate part of South
Carolina and is one of five deconsolidated districts within the same county. Both Thomas
County and Robertson County are in the Pee Dee region, but Thomas County is a
suburban district near the coast, while Robertson County is very rural with only five total
schools. I researched additional resources provided for U.S. history teachers in each
specific district from the selected South Carolina school districts. I searched these
selected districts’ websites for curriculum and instructional support documents online.
Additionally, I planned to use interviews from participants within these districts to
discuss their interpretations of the materials and the extent to which they used these
additional resources. I hoped that the coding of vocabulary and language at this mesolevel would help assess the extent to which any implicit bias from the macro-level
legislation and policy could proliferate to or through the meso level. I wanted to know if
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any implicit bias generated at the district level showed a more localized approach than the
macro-level of state legislation and state agencies’ policy.
Table 3.2
Selected SC School Districts (Pseudonyms) for Document Analysis & Interviews
School District
% Black Passing
State Rank (78)
Morrison South
72.5
1
Bryk-Howell
54.1
19
Jackson County
44.4
39
Thomas County
34.0
59
Robertson County
11.4
78
Source: South Carolina Department of Education, 2019

Percentile Rank
99th
75th
50th
25th
1st

However, none of the identified districts produced any documents because of
timing – that is, the state deemed a transitional year between the full implementation of
the 2019 and the old 2011 standards. Furthermore, that transition extended due to the
COVID-19 pandemic, and the state canceled the administration of the USHC-EOC in
spring 2020. As a result, districts delayed developing materials until full implementation
of the standards began in the fall of 2021, at which time the state announced how the
USHC-EOC assesses the new standards. During interviews, I clarified with participants
the availability of district-level resources and found that none currently are available in
the identified districts.
To explore how a meso-level district actor interacted with the USHC curricular
discourse, I conducted a semi-structured interview with a district-level Social Studies
Coordinator. The reasoning, planning, and development of interview questions, interview
protocols, memoing, and member check processes followed the semi-structured interview
discussion described in the next section.
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Micro-level: Semi-structured interviews
I employed semi-structured interviews of five U.S. history classroom teachers
from the identified districts to collect micro-level data. Interviews with U.S. history
teachers delivered vital insights into how they interpret legislation and policy language as
the state and districts disseminate it to them and deliver it to students. Semi-structured
interviews “involve the researcher preparing questions in advance with possible probes
identified” (Bhattacharya, 2017, p. 127). Such interviews elicit views and opinions from
participants actively involved in the scope of the research topic (Creswell & Creswell,
2018). In this format, the researcher guides the course of the interview with an interview
protocol that allows for elaboration on the participant's part to produce information
relevant to the study and with the potential for further research development based on
their responses (Adams, 2015; Bhattacharya, 2017). The consistent structure of interview
questions within a protocol enhances the ability of the researcher to recognize themes and
patterns while performing a coding analysis process (Bhattacharya, 2017). Semistructured interviews allow for collecting richer and meaningful data from participants
for discourse analysis since the research can probe actual words and vocabulary usage of
those involved in the process (Adams, 2015).
I used an interview protocol planning chart (Appendix D) to develop the interview
protocol. The planning chart contained an interview script which I modified from a
sample script used in my qualitative methods course at Clemson University. I began each
interview by reading this script to ensure consistency and provide assurances of privacy
and confidentiality to each participant (Adams, 2015; Bhattacharya, 2017). The planning
chart also provides an interview question matrix which identifies the structured questions
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I planned to ask of all participants in column one. I included two additional questions for
any participants that were department chairs and an additional question for a district-level
coordinator also in column one. Column two identified any interview questions probing
participants for background information. I then identified whether each proposed
question provided background information or answered one of the three research subquestions used in the study, columns three, four, and five. The final part of the planning
chart includes a rationale for asking the participants the question and relevant citations in
column six.
Before using the protocol in the research study, I asked other educators to review
the interview protocol for feedback and piloted it with two teachers before the actual data
collection process. I used the pilot process to revise, modify or emphasize specific
interview questions (Castillo-Montoya, 2016). Piloting participants were classroom
teachers with whom I had access and who reflected the characteristics of potential
participants, in that they were diverse (one Black female and one Hispanic male) and
taught high school juniors (Bhattacharya, 2017; Castillo-Montoya, 2016). I completed the
piloting process with the two teachers, and their feedback led to the inclusion of followup questions on interview questions 6 and 7 in the protocol.
Additionally, I created a post-interview field notes template to use following each
interview (Appendix E). The template allowed me to assess the physical environment,
participant mood, and body language, and potential bias immediately following the
interviews. This process also allowed me to reflect on my mood and reactions to the
interview. During the pilot interviews, I also used the post-interview field notes template
to make slight adjustments to interview questions.
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During the interview process, I employed two different techniques to ensure
accuracy: (a) memoing (Bhattacharya, 2017) and (b) member checks (Adams, 2015). I
audio-recorded all interviews and then coded transcripts in the same color-code
highlighting manner as the agency documents. During the interviews, I used a memoing
process to take notes based on a chart of a priori implicit racial bias signals I developed
from various educational researchers in the field of race, curriculum, and bias (Appendix
F). The chart includes frequent types of implicit bias, definitions of the type of bias,
possible words or phrasings that could signal that type of bias, and citations to the
educational researchers in each category. I created an abbreviation for each type of bias
and used the abbreviation when I coded the agency documents and the interview
transcripts. The memoing process also gave an insight into my positionality and my
feelings and reactions during the process. To improve the accuracy and clarity of
interpretations of participant dialogue, I also incorporated a member check strategy
(Thomas, 2017). I emailed copies of interview transcripts to participants after the
interviews for their review and solicited questions or concerns (Adams, 2015). Two
participants responded not for any concerns over their transcripts or interpretations but
instead communicated their interest in the research results.
All interviews were virtual and conducted using the Zoom teleconferencing
platform. I recorded all interviews simultaneously using the voice memos feature of my
cell phone. I submitted all interview recordings to an online transcription service for
professional transcription. The service emailed the transcripts to me, and I copied
transcriptions into a Word document for editing and coding purposes. I performed a close
read of each to check for any mistakes, looking for educational jargon or acronyms from
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the interviews with which transcribers may have been unfamiliar. Once I edited the
transcripts, I was able to begin the coding process.
Participant Selection
Insights from classroom teachers establish a fuller picture of discursive patterns
influencing curricular and pedagogical expectations (Martell & Stevens, 2017a). I sought
such participants to hear their voices and language to determine the extent to which
individual biases, explicit or implicit, may hinder the development of a culturally
responsive curriculum (Glaser et al., 2014). A significant assertion of CRT is the role that
implicit racial bias continues to influence both systemic and individual beliefs and, even
unintentionally, serves to marginalize Black contributions within the U.S. history
curriculum (Gay, 2018; Ladson-Billings & Tate, 1995; Neitzel, 2018). To explore how
individuals interpret U.S. history curricular discourse in South Carolina, I conducted
interviews with a district Social Studies Coordinator and five classroom teachers. Their
insights helped me determine (a) individual awareness of racially coded language in
curricular discourse and (b) whether conversational dialogue reflects any implicit bias or
language overlapping from discourse documents from South Carolina agencies and
school districts.
I found 29 U.S. history teachers within the five identified districts and emailed
each one recruiting their participation. From those 29 emails, I received nine responses
from those with interest in participating. Of those nine, only three followed through to
schedule an interview. For the districts with no representation, I contacted the potential
participants again with no response. I recruited participants from schools with similar
demographic and performance patterns for Black students on the USHC-EOC as the
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districts where I could not recruit participants and successfully recruited two more
participants. I could not recruit any participants from the school district with the lowest
USHC-EOC achievement rate for Black students in South Carolina (11.4%). To
accommodate the lack of a participant from this district, I recruited a participant who
formerly taught U.S. history in the individual South Carolina school with the lowest
USHC-EOC success rate of Black students (7.1%). I successfully recruited a district-level
social studies curriculum coordinator from one of the identified districts to participate. I
provide descriptions of each participant in Chapter 4.
Positionality
Since critical discourse analysis relies on the researcher as the primary instrument
for interpreting data, establishing my positionality within the study sets the stage for
analyzing data and later findings. Although CDA methodologists (Anderson & Holloway,
2020; Fairclough, 1995; van Dijk, 1993; Wodak & Meyer, 2009) tout the flexibility
researchers may use for CDA in-text interpretations and language. They also note that
personal and social background affects both texts and interpretations. An essential aspect
of CDA requires exposing my positionality within the research to create awareness of my
assumptions, beliefs, feelings, values, and influences on the findings or results
(Bhattacharya, 2017). CDA researchers admit the impossibility of neutrality in discourse
analysis because language, whether written or spoken, filters through our interpretation of
that language based on all our experiences (Fairclough, 1995; Hilton, 2004; Meyer, 2001;
Wodak & Meyer, 2009). Frequently within emergent methods, including CDA,
researchers must interrogate multiple truths which result from "deep, rich, thick
understanding buried in contextual details, social structures, [and] discourses"
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(Bhattacharya, 2017, p. 36). Critical analysis of seminal discursive texts and vocabularies
become particularly meaningful in situations of inequity and inequality in education
dealing with racial issues since these issues tend to become backgrounded or further
digressing to discussions of poverty to avoid controversial debate (Ziskin, 2019). Critical
researchers engaging in studies that explore racism often meet with hostility by those
entrenched in the systems; therefore, clearly explaining the researcher’s methods in
combination with the researcher’s positionality becomes essential (Wodak & Meyer,
2009).
In this study, I simultaneously existed in two discourse positions: (a) the
researcher and (b) the U.S. history classroom teacher. I can neither separate nor
altogether remove the influences from my classroom teacher professional identity,
especially as a classroom teacher in a public system. My professional practice influences
my research interests and methodological decisions. I have an interest in history and
chose education as a career due to that interest. As a teacher, I want to develop a passion
for history in at least some of my students. My awareness of the checkered history of
South Carolina and my doctoral studies on the impact of race, rurality, and poverty on
education in this state have piqued my desire to delve more into the phenomena. For this
work, my role as both an educational researcher and teaching practitioner shaped my
motivation to find and solve problems with student achievement. I prefer the qualitative
nature of research and how the constructs that we develop shape our outlook and beliefs,
which directly ties to the purpose behind my research decisions. Awareness of my
discourse position and frequent reflections about that positionality may enhance my
insights through my subjectivity.
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As a U.S. history classroom teacher, I am already aware of holes or discrepancies
within the state’s standards as I have taught multiple iterations of the standards over more
than 24 years of classroom experience. On occasions, I have had discussions with
colleagues, district officials, and state-level officials, which focused on U.S. history state
standards and the pedagogy encouraged to prepare students for the USHC-EOC exam.
Professionally and personally, I have experienced and seen racism in a wide
variety of settings. However, most relevant to my professional practice and this study, I
became more aware of a cultural gap between White teachers, including myself, and the
Black students sitting in the classroom. I see how both race and the discourse of the U.S.
history curriculum exert a daily impact on the work that I do. I imagine and assume that
hundreds of other classroom teachers across South Carolina also experience the cultural
gap between White teachers and the Black students in their classes.
Data Analysis Techniques
Data analysis in CDA is a vital process that can determine the extent to which
power structures may use their influence to protect their dominant position and maintain
control over the curricular discourse (Fairclough, 2012; Wodak & Meyer, 2009).
Analysis may reveal how a state, or its elite (Lindle & Hampshire, 2017), wields power
over classroom curriculum and instructional practices from its legislative branch to
teachers and students (Lindle, 2018).
In CDA research studies, the specification of steps helps make sense of what the
researcher reports (Creswell & Creswell, 2018), and such specification gives “adequate
depth and justification to detail how one was able to identify findings” (Bhattacharya,
2017, p. 149). Creswell and Creswell (2018) identified five steps to follow in the data
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analysis process (a) organize and prepare the data, (b) read or look at all the data, (c) start
coding all the data, (d) generate a description and themes, and (e) represents the
description and themes in your findings. At the same time, inquiry based on emergent
methods also becomes iterative, meaning that data collection and data analysis do not
always occur separately but must be a back-and-forth process as the researcher decides
steps to establish precise meanings (Jäger, 2001; Mullett, 2018; Wodak, 2004). Critical
discourse analysis (CDA) methods follow iterative approaches to addressing meanings in
policy documents and implementation (Hilton, 2004; O'Laughlin & Lindle, 2015).
According to Meyer (2001), two pioneers of CDA, van Dijk and Fairclough, did
not layout rigid requirements about specific data collection and analysis methods to
which researchers should adhere. Given the hermeneutical approach, CDA investigators
integrate rather than separate the data collection and analysis processes (Meyer, 2001).
However, CDA researchers use steps such as theoretical sampling by conducting a pilot
analysis of the first data collection, finding specific themes and indicators, expanding into
categories to then go back and collect more data (Wodak & Meyer, 2009). Such a process
borrows from Grounded Theory in which data collection and analysis are not necessarily
separate stages or steps but is permanently ongoing (Wodak & Meyer, 2009).
Critical Discourse Analysis involves horizontal and vertical mapping of written
and spoken discourses, especially in policy work (Hilton, 2004; Jäger, 2001). In this
study, vertical mapping crosses the macro, meso, and micro-policy levels, and horizontal
mapping occurs within specific data sources of documents and interviews at the same
level. This array of analysis methods may seem messy, yet CDA's pioneers and current
researchers need systematic approaches for data analysis commensurate with any
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emergent research method. Thus, no strict set of procedural methods exists in CDA, but
experienced CDA researchers offer recommendations.
Fairclough (2012) recommended the following four steps to prepare to analyze
data: (a) focus on a specific social problem that has a semiotic aspect, (b) identify
obstacles to addressing the social wrong, (c) consider whether the social order ‘needs’ the
social wrong, and (d) identify possible ways past the obstacles (pp. 13-15). This study fits
into Fairclough’s emphasis on the semiotic nature of language and text in that racism
includes various symbolic references such as racially coded language and slogans within
state policy and systems, use of visual representations such as Confederate flags, and
state-supported statues and memorials. Each can communicate semiotic aspects levels of
implicit bias and maintenance of White power structures.
Jäger (2001) proposed a less symbolic approach to the analysis of discourse data
using the following steps: (a) brief characterization of the discourse plane; (b)
establishing and processing the material base or archive; (c) structural analysis:
evaluating the material processed concerning the discourse strand to be analyzed; (d) fine
analysis of one or several articles (discourse fragments) which are as typical as possible
of the sector and (e) overall analysis in the concerned sector. Jäger’s more global
approach associated with discourse planes and strands supported the iterative nature of
discourse wherein a topic such as racism can exist in multiple sectors simultaneously.
However, Jäger (2001) also recommended that complex topics, such as racism, need
narrower segments for analysis to avoid extremely voluminous studies and detail specific
findings and recommendations to that specific sector. I borrow concepts from
Fairclough’s (2012) semiotic approach by interpreting symbolic language such as racially
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coded terms for this study. For the bulk of this study, I adopted Jäger’s (2001) approach
by focusing specifically on multiple discourse planes of power where racism exists
embedded in educational policy and discourse within my specific locale of South
Carolina. In this research study, three discourse planes exist: (a) the macro level of the
state legislature and other state agencies, (b) the meso level of local school districts, and
(c) the micro-level of individual classrooms.
Coding texts
Because this study focused on discourse, then both data preparation and analysis
involved coding cycles. Researchers use coding cycles to classify emerging themes and
patterns on which to base interpretations by “chunking data into manageable units of
analysis” (Bhattacharya, 2017, p. 150). Coding cycles can be both a deductive and an
inductive process (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Education and other social science
researchers may rely on an inductive process assigning conceptual word-codes
progressively during the analysis process or rely on prior knowledge for a deductive
approach (Adams, 2015; Creswell & Creswell, 2018). However, given the flexibility of
CDA analysis (Fairclough, 1995, 2012; van Dijk, 1993; Wodak & Meyer, 2009), I used a
combination of emerging codes from data analysis and predetermined or a priori codes
due to the ability to name recognized racially coded words, phrases, and language before
the coding process (Appendix F).
Over the last two decades, researchers (Heider & Skowronski, 2011; Nosek et al.,
2005; Xu et al., 2014) created various Implicit Association Tests (IAT's) to try to predict
individuals’ implicit bias. Educational researchers have repeatedly found implicit bias in
curriculum standards (Hornbeck, 2018; Martell & Stevens, 2017a; Neitzel, 2018) and
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textbooks (Brown & Brown, 2010a; Stoskopf & Bermudez, 2017). To ascertain whether
implicit bias existed in these curricular resources, I set up the a priori list of racial coding
in words or phrases (Appendix F) to classify language signaling levels of systemic bias
from the vocabulary of state legislation and regulation documents. My a priori coding
scheme is a synthesis of multiple implicit bias instruments such as Greenwald et al.'s
(1998) implicit association test, Siwatu’s (2009) racial self-efficacy test, and racial
implicit association tests of Harvard’s Project Implicit (Xu et al., 2014) as displayed in
Appendix F.
I used conceptual definitions about racial biases by identifying words, phrases,
and patterns of discourse that revealed connotative meanings in official documents and
tests, as well as social interactions (Halberstadt et al., 2018; Hurwitz & Peffley, 2005;
Sue et al., 2007). These patterns in words and language can be helpful as descriptive
concepts for applying CDA to the analysis of how various discourse documents may
show implicit bias. Creating a priori start codes to analyze documents helped me find
deductive patterns and categories of words and phrases in documents and interview
transcripts (Bhattacharya, 2017; Creswell & Creswell, 2018). In this way, the instrument
based on implicit bias (Appendix F) served as a conceptual basis for start-codes for
finding vocabulary usage, typically exposing systemic racial bias. I used this coding
structure to begin to evaluate the macro-level agency documents.
Macro-level agency document coding. Agency document coding involved a
thorough reading of various documents (Table 3.1) produced by the South Carolina
General Assembly and the State Department of Education. I analyzed these documents to
find legislative codes or policy documents and themes associated with implicit bias and
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systemic racism. In a neoliberal age, most people avoid explicit racial verbal terms but
may deliberately and inadvertently use implicit cues that reveal latent subconscious
beliefs towards Black Americans (White, 2007). White Americans may believe in
equality yet harbor resentment toward Black people (Lee & Lutz, 2005), and White
Americans may have a racist mindset to stereotype Black people (Halberstadt et al.,
2018; Sue et al., 2007). Both White and Black people may implicitly code racial terms
and stereotypes such as those listed in Appendix F (Hurwitz & Peffley, 2005; White,
2007). Multiple research studies over the last decades identify language associated with
racial coding, as shown in Table 3.3 and Appendix F (Halberstadt et al., 2018; Hurwitz &
Peffley, 2005; Sue et al., 2007; White, 2007; Wilson & Nielsen, 2011).
The first coding stage highlighted any potential implicit bias occurrences in the
agency documents based on the a priori implicit bias list (Appendix F). Once I found
potentially racially coded phrases or statements, I also considered the Bias Type and
labeled each highlighted term or phrase with the acronym that identified the type of bias
(Table 3.3). I repeated this process in the second round of coding as I reread the
documents and reviewed my bias categorization. When identified phrases or words could
fit more than one category, or if I was unsure of the bias type myself, I labeled it with a
question mark to review and revise the categorization. Such an a priori method is a
common approach when a researcher expects to find predetermined coding in language or
dialogue (Creswell & Creswell, 2018).
I used this same process for each agency document: S.C. Code of Law, Title 59,
South Carolina Social Studies College and Career Readiness Standards, the USHC
Alignment Guide, and the 2016 Social Studies Standards Cyclical Review Report (Table
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3.1). Next, I reviewed the bias terms or phrases highlighted throughout the texts and
analyzed each frequency and type to establish patterns and themes.
Table 3.3
Implicit Racial Bias Code Scheme
Code
Bias Type
RC
Racial coding
IGF
In-Group Favoritism
OGD
Out-Group Discrimination
MA
Microaggressions
RMA
Race Marginalization
SIL
Racial Silence
DEF
Deficit Mindset
INV
Invalidation of Racial Significance
CBL
Colorblindness
PAT
Pathologizing Culture/Race

Highlighted Color
Yellow
Pink
Blue
Green
Orange
Purple
Gray
Brown
Yellow & Blue
Pink & Green

Coding textual silences in agency documents. In addition to coding the actual
text of the agency documents, I analyzed textual silences that exist in agency documents.
In this study, such documents included South Carolina's U.S. history standards and a
common U.S. History textbook used in South Carolina. Identifying the silences in the
standards and textbooks helps shed light on the curricular gaps in the U.S. History
curriculum.
My analysis of standards and textbooks relied on Heilig et al.'s (2012) textual
coding analysis methodology. In addition, I integrated both the themes of color, race, and
racism from Pellegrino et al. (2013) and the ten key concepts of teaching slavery from the
SPLC report (2018). I mimicked the three coding phases Heilig et al. (2012) used in their
study that used Strauss and Corbin’s (1990) constant comparative method. In the first
phase, I read the South Carolina USHC state standards to highlight any specific
individual or group associated with race or slavery. The second phase identified whether
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the text referred to an individual (I) or a group (G) and identified if the text dealt with
issues of race (R), racism (RS), or slavery (SL) (Heilig et al., 2012). In the final coding
phase, I reviewed the USHC-EOC standards to determine whether race-based content
appeared from a structural/institutional (SI) lens or an individual prejudice (IP) lens
(Heilig et al., 2012). I included this coding stage since educational researchers identified
another problematic practice in the curriculum as assigning racism merely as an
individual issue and not an institutionalized problem (Demoiny, 2018; Martell, 2013;
Pellegrino et al., 2013; Rector-Aranda, 2016; SPLC, 2018; Stoskopf & Bermudez, 2017;
Tate & Page, 2018).
To determine the silences in textbooks, I used the SPLC’s (2018) report on the
teaching of slavery and The African American Odyssey (Hine et al., 2010), the currently
adopted textbook for teaching African American history in South Carolina, to create an
analysis instrument (Appendix G). I created the Analysis Matrix for Key Concepts of
Black U.S. History (Appendix G) by combining the SPLC’s methods to assess slavery
instruction and Hine et al.’s (2010) textbook to establish key learning for U.S. History. I
adopted the SPLC’s (2018) textbook analysis method to quantify coverage of key
concepts of Black U.S. history into four categories: (a) In-Depth Treatment (score of 3),
(b) Some Examination (2), (c) Brief mention (1), and (d) No Coverage with a score of 0.
In addition, where textbooks or standards identified as a textual silence (SIL), I
determined the type of silence using Huckin’s (2002) categories as previously defined;
(a) Speech-Act Silence (SA), (b) Presupposed Silence (PS), (c) Discreet Silence (DS),
and (d) Manipulative Silence (MS). I then used this instrument to analyze the current
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U.S. History textbook adopted in my school district Prentice-Hall United States History
(Lapsansky-Werner, 2014).
I identified those textual silences in which vital racial content is absent from the
U.S. history curriculum through this process. Specifically, I wanted to determine the
extent to which South Carolina USHC standards and U.S. History textbook silences are
similar to topics explored by researchers in other states such as (a) American slavery
(SPLC, 2018), (b) the abolitionist movement (Stoskopf & Bermudez, 2017), (c) postReconstruction/Jim Crow Era movements (Brown & Brown, 2010b), (d) the Harlem
Renaissance (Goldstein, 2020), and (e) the Civil Rights Movement (Heilig et al., 2012).
Results of this coding process appear in Appendix H.
Interview coding. To analyze the interviews, I used a similar color-coding
approach when analyzing the standards and textbooks; however, as this was more of an
inductive approach, I had to change or reassign coding colors to analyze the transcripts.
For instance, the standards and textbooks did not have references to instructional time
and pacing. So, I adapted my coding scheme to include those references before transcript
analysis. This inductive approach allowed the thoughts and beliefs of the participants to
emerge.
During the interviews, I completed post-interview field notes (Appendix E). From
these field notes, I began to look for potential themes. With each additional interview, I
would review field notes for that interview and compare them with the previous
interview's field notes (Adams, 2015). For example, as the interviews progressed, I noted
that participants mentioned pacing and instructional time required to teach the USHC
standards. In subsequent interviews, I listened for any references to these emerging
86

themes and highlighted those in my field notes. In this way, I determined the likelihood
of finding time as an emerging theme to look for when analyzing the interview
transcripts. During participant interviews, I also used field notes to gauge non-verbal or
unexpected participant responses (Adams, 2015; Bhattacharya, 2017). Interpretation of
participant language and meaning is necessary for critical discourse research and is vital
to understand how teachers interpret the discursive process of the curriculum
(Bhattacharya, 2017).
I recorded all interviews using the voice memos feature on my cell phone and
used an online service to produce a written transcript of each interview. Once I received
the transcripts from the service, I read each one to search for mistakes, particularly those
related to education jargon and acronyms such as the EOC, which transcribers frequently
misinterpreted. After finalizing the editing of transcripts, I sent the transcripts to the
participants to review for accuracy.
To ensure participants' accuracy of themes and beliefs, I used a member check
strategy to review transcripts and themes (Creswell, & Creswell, 2018); Thomas 2017). I
gave participants electronic copies of their transcribed interviews by email with a request
for feedback. This approach to a member-check strategy helped ensure that my
interpretations accurately reflected the participants’ intended meaning (Creswell, &
Creswell, 2018).; Thomas, 2017). Visualizing and reading the actual text of spoken words
may come across differently, even from the participant (Adams, 2015). None of the
participants replied with concerns over the interview transcripts.
Using these transcripts, I analyzed the interviews using a deductive approach to
find expected codes and an inductive approach to ascertain any unanticipated or unusual
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codes manifesting from participant responses (Adams, 2015; Creswell, & Creswell,
2018). During the first round of coding, I looked for words or phrases related to
curricular and pedagogical decisions that participants made related to the U.S. history
standards and highlighted them in a yellow highlighting color in Microsoft Word &
Excel. I then began to note references to inductive words or phrasings related to potential
themes from my post-interview field notes, such as instructional time and pacing,
highlighting those in green. As I repeated this coding process, I began to combine similar
words and phrasings in the transcripts to identify a specific list of themes. Finally, I
identified specific quotes from participants who provided evidence of an emerging theme
or implicit racial bias. I organized participant responses related to themes by cutting and
pasting passages from the transcripts into an Excel spreadsheet with tabs labeled by
themes. In this way, I created a collection of quotes from participants organized by theme
to present my Findings.
Conclusion
Chapter 3 provided an in-depth description of the methods I selected to perform
this research study. My data collection strategies focused on acquiring state and local
agency documents and conducting semi-structured interviews with five classroom
teachers and one district-level Social Studies coordinator. This chapter included a
description of my participant selection strategy and discussed my positionality in the
study and the potential influences my position could have on my interpretations of the
data. Finally, I explained the techniques I used to analyze the agency documents and
transcripts of the interviews. Chapter 4 provides the results and findings I gleaned from
my data analysis.
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CHAPTER FOUR
FINDINGS & RESULTS
This research study explored the discourse of South Carolina’s United States
History and Constitution secondary curriculum standards through macro-, meso-, and
micro-levels of the curriculum policy creation and implementation. Herein I report
findings that encompass the discourse levels based on my research questions: (a) critical
discourse analysis of macro-level actor agency documents, (b) critical discourse analysis
of meso-level actor processes and documents, and (c) critical discourse analysis of microlevel actors through semi-structured interviews of participants.
Critical Discourse Analysis: Macro Level Documents
Through critical discourse analysis from macro-level documents, I used an a
priori strategy (Bhattacharya, 2017; Creswell, & Creswell, 2018) and looked for potential
explicit or implicit racial bias within South Carolina’s policy documents on the U.S.
History and Constitution curriculum. The analysis included the following agency
documents: (a) state statutes from the S.C. General Assembly related to secondary U.S.
History and Constitution instruction (S.C. Code of Laws § 59-29-55; § 59-29-120; § 5929-130; § 59-29-155), (b) the South Carolina Department of Education’s 2019 College
and Career Readiness Standards for U.S. History and Constitution (SC DOE, 2020c), (c)
the Education Oversight Committee’s 2016 Cyclical Report (South Carolina Education
Oversight Committee, 2016), and (d) the South Carolina State Department of Education’s
Alignment Guide and Support Documents (SC DOE, 2020b).
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South Carolina Statutes
The South Carolina General Assembly sits atop the macro-level discourse plane
and legislates educational policy through various state codes. The State Superintendent of
Education is currently an elected official who oversees the State Department of Education
and serves on the State Board of Education. The State Board of Education's
responsibilities include the following: (a) creating curriculum standards, (b) approving
textbooks, and (c) managing teacher certification (S.C. Code of Laws §59-18-300).
Within the State Board of Education, the Standards, Learning, and Accountability
Committee create the organization and procedural steps involved in adopting state
standards for each of the core course areas, including Social Studies (SC DOE, 2021b).
Additionally, the Education Oversight Committee contains 18 legislators,
educators, and businesspeople appointed by the General Assembly and Governor to enact
the South Carolina Education Accountability Act (S.C. Code of Laws §59-18) and
provide "regular, routine and ongoing review of the state's education improvement
process" (S.C. Education Oversight Committee, 2021, para. 2). The statute further
mandates the Education Oversight Committee to consult the State Board of Education
and review content area standards every seven years “to ensure that the standards and
assessments are maintaining high expectations for learning and teaching” (S.C. Code of
Laws §59-18-350(A), para. 1). That consultation process results in a report known as the
Cyclical Review Report (S.C. Education Oversight Committee, 2016a), which invites a
variety of “teachers, parents, business and community leaders and faculty from higher
education” from the state and around the nation to perform an analysis of the standards
(S.C. Education Oversight Committee, 2016, para. 3). The State Superintendent is also a
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non-voting member of the Education Oversight Committee (Appendix A). Each agency
influences the development, review, and dissemination of U.S. History and Constitution
(USHC) standards and supplemental resources that pass through the various discourse
channels to individual classroom teachers (Appendix A).
South Carolina Code of Law §59-29-55
South Carolina's Code of Laws, Title 59, Chapter 29, is the state law listing
Subjects of Instruction, including course content about U.S. History and the Constitution
(USHC). At the time of its writing in 1984, this statute directed the State Board of
Education to “examine the current status of the teaching of South Carolina history” and
required that “each public school of the State must instruct students in the history of the
black [sic] people as a regular part of its history and social studies courses” (S.C. Code of
Laws §59-29-55, para. 1). These passages provided an opportunity to explore two
linguistic signals indicating the mindsets of legislators; (a) use of the phrase regular part
of courses and (b) use of the article the as a descriptor to the phrase, Black people.
Discourse analysis of this law began with exploring the historical context in
which it occurred since discourse is never neutral and reveals terms expressing historical
realities (van Dijk, 1993; Wodak, 2004; Wodak & Meyer, 2009). The SC General
Assembly enacted the statute in 1984 when South Carolina experienced massive
educational policy shifts under educational reform Governor Richard Riley (Smith,
2018). Among Riley's accomplishments as Governor was South Carolina's Education
Improvement Act (EIA). His efforts to enact educational reform within the challenging
political, social, and economic landscape of South Carolina became widely regarded
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(Smith, 2018). Riley later served at the national level as President Bill Clinton’s
Secretary of the U.S. Department of Education (1993-2001).
Black history in South Carolina curriculum. When enacted in 1984, Code §5929-55 charged the State Board of Education to “examine” how Black history presented in
the South Carolina curriculum (S.C. Code of Laws §59-29-55, para. 1). This charge
inferred that a review of curricular practices related to history instruction was necessary.
The General Assembly’s language that the history of the Black people be a "regular" part
of all history and social studies instruction signals that those policymakers recognized
potential problems with the way Black narratives appeared in the curriculum before 1984
(S.C. Code of Laws §59-29-55, para. 1). The General Assembly’s adjusted language
implies that an effort to make Black history a more significant and regular part of the
curriculum would become a reality. The code's (S.C. Code of Laws §59-29-55) language
identified two areas needing curricular improvement related to Black history: (a)
textbooks and (b) instructional resources with Black narratives.
The discourse in Code §59-29-55 requires that the State Board adopt “history and
social studies textbooks which incorporate black [sic] history” (S.C. Code §59-29-55,
para. 1). The passage also calls for the Board to assist school districts in “developing and
locating suitable printed materials and other aids for instruction in black history" (S.C.
Code §59-29-55, para. 1). This legislative language signaled that even in the 1980s,
South Carolina policymakers recognized that state-approved textbooks and resources
were inadequate for providing students instruction on Black history. Also, the charge to
the State Board of Education to develop materials and aids for Black history instruction
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presents a mandate to state agencies requiring teacher and student access to effective
instructional resources inclusive of Black narratives.
To meet the mandate of such legislation, the SC DOE included Support
Documents and Resources on their website designed "to ensure that the history of Africa
and African Americans, their culture and experiences, is integrated into the existing K-12
social studies curriculum" on their website (SC DOE, 2020c, para. 1). The inclusion of
this material appears to be the SC DOE's attempt to meet statutory demands of the
legislature to include Black narratives in the curriculum. However, these resources appear
in another location on the SC DOE website and do not appear within the curriculum
standards. These resources include sources for Black narratives that teachers can
incorporate within the social studies curriculum. Perhaps some may perceive these
resources as meeting the mandate of providing Black history instruction, but if Black
history were integrated genuinely as a regular part of the curriculum, as the legal
language directs, then these Black narratives would be included in the standards
themselves.
History of the Black people. The selected language in Code §59-29-55 also uses
a curious linguistic distinction when it references “the Black people” (S.C. Code §59-2955, para. 1). As a definite article, the use of the in this manner discursively signals
distinction about the named group. Such definitive language identifies the history of
Black people as a distinct, different, and separate history from other South Carolinians.
The language in this discourse could reflect a propensity among powerful White elites in
South Carolina to maintain what Brown and Brown (2010a) called "Racial Others" (p.
124). Teaching Black history in isolation perpetuates what educational researchers find
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problematic (Brown & Brown, 2010b; Chandler, 2015; Martell & Stevens, 2018). Black
narratives are either marginalized or missing. In the SC DOE's implementation of Code
§59-29-55, the inclusion of Black narratives does not appear to be a regular part of the
curriculum.
South Carolina Codes of Law §59-29-120 and §59-29-155
S.C. Code §59-29-120 outlines the state requirement for studying the United
States Constitution as a requirement for graduation. The law explicitly requires
"instruction in the essentials of the United States Constitution, the Declaration of
Independence, and the Federalist Papers, including the study of and devotion to American
institutions and ideals" (S.C. Code of Laws §59-29-120 A, para. 1). The code provides a
clear directive for instruction in three important documents in U.S. history, the
Constitution, Declaration of Independence, and the Federalist Papers. However, the final
phrasing includes the word "devotion" to American institutions and ideals (S.C. Code of
Laws §59-29-120 A, para. 1), which I found to be a curious linguistic choice requiring
further analysis (Fairclough & Wodak, 1997; Wodak & Meyer, 2009).
South Carolina enacted this law in 1924 in the era of the first compulsory
education laws in South Carolina and included five amendments, with the last in 1998
(S.C. Code of Laws §59-29-120, para. 4). A key discursive element appears in the
language of this code: "devotion to American institutions and ideals" (S.C. Code of Laws
§59-29-120, para. 1). I focused on the word devotion. Since lawmakers take care crafting
legal language (Lester et al., 2017; Liasidou, 2008), including this word frames explicitly
that classroom teachers should approach instruction on important American documents
and institutions from a position of devotion. An interpretation of the inclusion of such a
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word could be that this history is not up for criticism. Educators and researchers identify
thinking critically, particularly on racial issues, as an essential skill for students to learn
(Gay, 2018; Ladson-Billings, 2003; Martell & Stevens, 2018). The Profile of the South
Carolina graduate adopted by the SC DOE, the SC State Board of Education, and the SC
Education Oversight Committee includes critical thinking as one of the world-class skills
that the state's students need to learn (SC Council on Competitiveness, 2017).
Nevertheless, the language of the legislation seems to imply that students should be
devoted to American institutions. This tension between devotion and criticism is not new
to social studies since social studies experts often debate the role and purpose of social
studies curriculum and instruction (Ross, 2001). Social studies curriculum guidance as far
back as 1948 includes “developing a critical attitude” and simultaneously “loyalty to
[American] ideals” (Guy, 1948). Therefore, the inclusion of this language could also
signal that legislators believed that these founding documents should be beyond critical
analysis.
One could argue that the 1920 origins of the law may not reflect modern curricula
and best practices or expectations in the state. However, in 2016, the legislature passed
the South Carolina Founding Principles Act (S.C. Code §59-29-155), which repeats
discursive patterns from the 1920s section of S.C. Code §59-29-120. While the 2016
language in the Founding Principles Act (S.C. Code §59-29-155) does not include
devotion to American principles, in all other language, it reiterates the same points of
emphasis as the 1920s version. One could argue that the spirit of the teaching of The
Constitution, the Declaration of Independence, The Federalist Papers, the Bill of Rights,
and the separation of powers reifies the same principles (S.C. Code §59-29-155 A, para.
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1). As part of the 2016 Founding Principles Act, the SC DOE must give a biennial report
outlining how the state curriculum standards integrate American founding principles
(S.C. Code §59-29-155). So, while the word devotion does not appear in the Founding
Principles Act, the language and content emphasis remain the same. Legislating
specifically to teach the same concepts may promulgate the same expectation of devotion.
The 2016 Act requires a report proving that the curriculum covers the founding
principles, but no similar efforts are apparent to simultaneously guarantee that a similar
mandate to teach Black history also occurs.
South Carolina Social Studies College- and Career-Ready Standards
Under the authority which the legislature delegates, the SC DOE developed and
disseminated the South Carolina Social Studies College and Career-Ready Standards, an
assessment framework that shapes curriculum (SC DOE, 2019b). Content and curriculum
standards are the thread that ties every instructional practice and decision together. The
standards influence the selection of approved textbooks, frame the specific content and
skills transferred to students in the classroom, and are the foundation of the state’s highstakes USHC-EOC examination (SC DOE, 2020b; SC DOE, 2021a). The standards
directly communicate to educational leaders and teachers the critical information that
students should know about U.S. history. Through a critical lens, analysis of these
standards may indicate the extent to which South Carolina's macro-level agents meet the
legislature’s mandate of the inclusion of Black history into the curriculum.
The State Board of Education and the SC DOE hold responsibility for developing
curriculum and assessment standards (S.C. Code §59-18-110). While the State Board of
Education issues regulations about implementing the General Assembly's statutory
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requirements for curriculum, instruction, and assessment, the SC DOE follows those
regulations to produce guidance and support documents for school districts to use in their
implementation (S.C. Code §59-29-120). The SC DOE also often offers accompanying
support materials and sessions associated with professional learning through its division,
the Office of Standards and Learning (SC DOE, 2020a).
Process of Creating the USHC Standards.
The standards creation process in South Carolina involves a variety of
stakeholders, including classroom teachers from each geographical region and inclusive
of urban, rural, and suburban schools, school administrators, business leaders, community
groups, as well as content and methods experts from higher education (S.C. Code of
Laws §59-18-350(A), para. 1). The SC DOE selected panel and committee members who
applied to be a part of either the national or state review panels or the standards writing
committee (SC DOE, 2020c). The review panels analyzed the 2011 version of the USHC
standards and made recommendations through the Education Oversight Committee’s
2016 Cyclical Review Report (S.C. Education Oversight Committee, 2016b).
The Cyclical Review Report (S.C. Education Oversight Committee, 2016b) was a
mandated report on South Carolina's 2011 USHC standards. Two panels reviewed the
2011 standards, a national panel of social studies experts, and a state review panel
comprised "teachers, parents, business and community leaders and higher education"
(S.C. Education Oversight Committee, 2016, p. 2). The national panel consisted of five
people from South Carolina (S.C. Education Oversight Committee, 2016, p. 2). This fact
raises the argument that the so-called national review panel held a dominantly South
Carolina influence on the review rather than a broader national perspective. Legislators,
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the Education Oversight Committee, superintendents, and instructional leaders from
districts across the state recommended 65 people to make up the state review panel to
assess the 2011 USHC standards (S.C. Education Oversight Committee, 2016). This
extensive review produced multiple recommendations related to Social Studies standards
and U.S. history and Constitution instruction. Appendix I displays the curricular concerns
delivered by the panels relative to the 2011 USHC standards.
The Office of Standards and Learning at the SC DOE received the report's
recommendations. It then formed a writing committee from a pool of teacher applicants
(SC DOE, 2020c). During the spring and summer of 2017, the writing committee met to
write standards. Upon completion of the standards, stakeholder groups reviewed the
proposed standards (SC DOE, 2020c). These groups included professors, content experts,
school administrators, classroom teachers, district-level coaches, South Carolina Council
of African American Studies representatives, and the South Carolina Council on the
Holocaust (SC DOE, 2020c). Once edited for grammar and punctuation, the SC DOE
sent standards for public review, which also included focus groups for feedback (SC
DOE, 2020c). The Office of Standards and Learning created an application process and
selected teams of educators and then formed subcommittees to address the concerns
garnered from the review process and revised the standards (SC DOE, 2020c). After the
review and revision phase, the SC DOE sent that document to the Education Oversight
Committee for approval. Once approved, districts nominated classroom teachers to
participate in creating alignment guides to present to teachers. The Office of Standards
and Learning selected teachers to participate (SC DOE, 2020c). These teams of
classroom teachers across the state met during the summer of 2019 to write alignment
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guides for each subject, including U.S. History and Constitution. Alignment guides list
suggestions for teachers to align their instruction to the standards (SC DOE, 2020c). This
standards-based alignment guide serves to frame classroom instruction, focusing on
content that will appear on state assessments (SC DOE, 2021c). The SC DOE and the
State Board of Education intended the document to be a flexible, continuously revised
framework for instruction for educators (SC DOE, 2020b).
Framework of the USHC Standards
The 2019 U.S. History and Constitution curriculum standards guidance identified
the expected content schools teach and students learn (SC DOE, 2021a). The document
directs instructional personnel to integrate content through three lenses: (a) standards, (b)
themes, and (c) deconstructed skills (SC DOE, 2020b). The information the student needs
to know and learn does not occur in isolation but weaves through each lens. Therefore,
classroom teachers should instruct students in the content through each of the three
lenses. I created Figure 4.1 to provide a visual representation of this expectation.
Figure 4.1
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Flow of Teacher to Student Content Delivery, 2019 USHC Standards

To conduct a critical discourse analysis of the standards, I assessed the language
within each layer of (a) standards, (b) themes, and (c) deconstructed skills. This process
aligns with Jäger’s (2001) and Hilton's (2004) vertical and horizontal mapping process
99

while analyzing discourse. Vertical mapping exists in this context in that the agency
documents appear at all three levels of discourse: macro, meso, and micro. For example,
other macro agencies use the standards created by SC DOE to develop support
documents and the USHC-EOC exam (SC DOE, 2020b). At the meso level, districts may
also use the standards to develop resources such as pacing guides and suggested teacher
resources. Classroom teachers at the micro-level use the standards, themes, and skills
continuously during instruction. Horizontal mapping occurs at the micro-level as
classroom teachers interpret the standards, themes, and skills and make pedagogical
decisions.
USHC Standards. The organization of South Carolina’s 2019 U.S. History and
Constitution standards varied from the 2011 standards iteration. While the 2011 standards
emphasized specific names, events, and content, the 2019 version focused more on
historiography skills and historical themes. During the public review process, teachers,
political groups, and the public expressed concerns and skepticism about such an
approach because noteworthy events such as the Holocaust and historical actors such as
Martin Luther King, Jr., did not appear in the essential content (Bowers, 2020).
Subsequently, revisions of the proposed 2019 standards would eventually include specific
lists of names, eras, events, and concepts for classroom use similar to the 2011 standards
(SC DOE, 2020b).
Developers of the 2019 standards used a thematic approach divided into content
and discipline skills to allow for instruction chronologically, thematically, or both while
also supporting project-based learning (SC DOE, 2019b). In practice, this allows a
classroom teacher flexibility with instructional pedagogy and encourages classroom
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strategies that explore content through themes and skill development. The introduction to
the USHC standards directs teachers that classroom “instruction should utilize the
historical thinking skills and themes developed for grade 11” (SC DOE, 2019b, p. 107).
Organizing the standards in this way encourages classroom teachers to instruct and
support students’ demonstration of an understanding of the periods of U.S. history
through both lenses of theme and skill. Table 4.1 displays the five 2019 South Carolina
U.S. History and Constitution standards.
Table 4.1
South Carolina 2019 USHC Standards
Standard
Standard 1:
Foundations of
American
Republicanism
Standard 2:
Expansion &
Union
Standard 3:
Capitalism &
Reform
Standard 4:
Modernism &
Interventionism
Standard 5:
Legacy of the
Cold War

Description
Demonstrate an understanding of the influence of the Atlantic
World on the regional and national development of republicanism
and federalism from 1607-1815

Demonstrate an understanding of the relationship between
economic and continental expansion and the evolving
disagreements over natural rights and federalism from 1803-1877
Demonstrate an understanding of how innovation and
industrialization impacted demographic change, reform
movements, and American identity from 1862-1924.
Demonstrate an understanding of how the American identity both
at home and abroad was affected by imperialism, world conflict,
and economic boom and bust in the period 1893-1945.
Demonstrate the impact of America's global leadership on
technological advancements, the transition to a post-industrial
society, and ongoing debates over identity in the period 1945 present.
Note: Emphasis added to show discourse terms and themes.
Source: South Carolina Social Studies College and Career Ready Standards, 2019

A persistent pattern within the standards themselves occurs with the multiple
references to the concept of American identity. The phrase appears in Standard 3,
Capitalism and Reform, Standard 4, Modernism and Interventionism, and Standard 5,
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Legacy of the Cold War, and its repeated use indicates a point of emphasis. However, the
challenge within this mindset centers on whether the term American identity is singular in
meaning or if it is a dynamic construct. The standards ask teachers to discuss the
American identity development but provide no definition or resources to explain what the
concept is or is not. If this reference implies the existence of a single American identity,
then that singularity denies the complexities and contradictory set of norms among the
multiple peoples in the various states and regions of the U. S. (Schildkraut, 2007).
A disconnect seems to exist in the standards by including American identity
without establishing what it is, but then the standards also imply a fluidity in the term.
This vaguery challenges classroom teachers to interpret whether the standards state an
American identity exists, whether the concept is ripe for discussion, either (restrictively)
or both (stimulating critical analysis). As the written discourse on the U.S. history
curriculum in South Carolina may suggest, the state’s USHC-EOC standards imply that
American identity is not a static concept. Verbs such as impacted (Standard 3: Expansion
& Union), affected (Standard 4: Modernism & Interventionism), and debates (Standard 5:
Legacy of the Cold War) within the standards applied to American identity imply
malleability in the definition over time and events. In particular, language in Standard 5,
Legacy of the Cold War, includes “debates over identity," which confirms the messiness
of identifying a singular American identity (SC DOE, 2019b, p. 117).
USHC Themes. The next layer within the standards structure is South Carolina’s
identification of six themes among the over-arching standards. Table 4.2 shows these six
themes. Within the six themes, the most frequent language focuses on (a) American
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values and (b) American ideologies. Three themes of the six USHC themes (Table 4.2)
refer to American political values and American values.
Table 4.2
South Carolina 2019 USHC Standards Themes
Theme

Description

American Culture and Identity study of various cultural groups, movements, and
development of distinct ideologies such as American
exceptionalism
Capitalism and Technological study of the American free enterprise system's
Innovation
promotion of exchange, industry, and invention and its
impact on American society
Expansion, Regionalism, and
study of American expansionism and its effect on
Union
socioeconomic division, unity, and the role of
government in its regulation
Founding Principles and
study of the core American political values and
Political Institutions
institutions, founding documents, essential political
processes, and constitutional debates
Migration and Mobility
study of the movement of humans into and throughout
North America and resulting demographic, economic,
environmental, and political changes.
Natural Rights and Social
study of fundamental American values such as
Development
inalienable human rights, social reform movements,
social legislation, and initiatives to secure the rights
and blessings of liberty to disenfranchised groups.
Note: Emphasis added for discourse terms and themes.
Within the American Culture and Identity theme, the SC DOE gave an example of
what they would deem an acceptable ideology by referencing American exceptionalism.
The theme description for American Culture and Identity specifically includes American
exceptionalism as a distinct ideology to explore (SC DOE, 2020b). Using this
controversial term in a macro-level agency document could signal implicit bias or at least
a conceptualization of a mindset lacking cultural diversity.
Similar patterns exist in the Founding Principles and Political Institutions theme.
The standards themes promote the notion of American values in this theme when
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referring to core American political values (SC DOE, 2020b), which suggests a common
interpretation of a settled set of American values. This guidance document implies that
the U.S. founders defined and specified a set of values that the state of South Carolina
directs teachers to emphasize in instruction, even though none of the founding documents
mentioned schooling (Spring, 1993).
Two of South Carolina’s USHC themes (SC DOE, 2019b) show specific
references to a culturally responsive curriculum: (a) American Culture and Identity, and
(b) Natural Rights and Social Development. Within the American Culture and Identity
Theme, the phrasing study of various cultural groups serves as a distinct descriptor for
the thematic development of a culturally responsive curriculum in U.S. history courses
(SC DOE, 2019b). Also, the Natural Rights and Social Development theme includes a
recommendation that classroom teachers explore U.S. history content through the lens of
American values and American identity. However, none of the themes or standards
simultaneously address the suppression of the rights of disenfranchised groups and
protections of slavery inherent in the U.S. founding documents, including the
Constitution (SPLC, 2018).
Analysis of the 2019 South Carolina USHC themes indicated that the authors
recognize the existence of an American ideology. Specific references to American values
appear in three of the six themes. However, the themes also provide potentially
conflicting perceptions of what American ideologies are, as indicated by the conflicting
concepts to encourage the study of various cultural groups while within the same
sentence identifying American exceptionalism as an exemplar. No clarification of the
terms occurs within the document, but the theme description simply encourages the study
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of the concepts. The interpretation of those meanings appears to be at the discretion of the
classroom teacher.
USHC Deconstructed Skills. Included in the 2019 version of the USHC
standards are "Disciplinary Thinking Skills," which are essential aspects of learning
critical elements of historiography (SC DOE, 2019b, p. 1). Accordingly, these documents
insist that teachers offer students opportunities to learn and apply the skills of a historian
to demonstrate rigorous academic skills (S.C. Code of Laws § 59-18-110). Skills should
be “integrated within the USHC standards and indicators” (SC DOE, 2019b, p. 2). The
SC DOE’s Curriculum Alignment Guide labels these discipline-specific skills as
"Deconstructed Skills" (SC DOE, 2019b, p. 109). The deconstructed skills identified by
the SC DOE for history courses appear in Table 4.3.
These skills scaffold student thinking, and teachers should incorporate them with
the content (SC DOE, 2019b). Expectations for students and teachers revolve around
students’ ability to use these skills while also learning U.S. history content and themes.
The deconstructed skills do not specify about what content teachers must instruct students
but serve as a scaffold to build historical narratives. However, analysis of the
deconstructed skills when integrated with suggested content and expository narratives
from the SC DOE’s Alignment Guide identifies a significant amount of essential
learning. Classroom teachers may also choose to teach chronologically, but the writers of
the standards expect classroom teachers to facilitate teaching deconstructed skills
throughout the content (SC DOE, 2019b).
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Table 4.3
South Carolina USHC 2019 Standards Deconstructed Skills
Skill

Description

Comparison (CO)

utilize similarities and differences in historical
development over culture, time, and place.

Causation (CE)

evaluate significant turning points through causes and
effects that affect historical continuity and change.

Periodization (P)

summarize, analyze, and assess methods historians use
to categorize historical development and periodization

Context (CX)

justify the relationship between historical themes and
historical development create multi-faceted contexts
when analyzing events.
Continuities and Change (CC) evaluate turning points and theme-based patterns of
continuity and change within a period, including
catalysts for those changes
Evidence (E)
identify, interpret, and utilize different forms of
evidence, including primary and secondary sources
used in an inquiry-based study of history.
Source: South Carolina Social Studies College and Career Ready Standards, 2019

South Carolina Department of Education’s Alignment Guide
An essential document demonstrating direct communication between macro-level
actors at the state level to school districts, schools, and individual classroom teachers is
the South Carolina State Department of Education's U.S. history and Constitution
Alignment Guide (SC DOE, 2020b). The document integrates the standards, themes, and
deconstructed skills into a resource for teachers to organize instruction and content for
each standard. The Guide's layout within each standard includes an expository narrative,
potential questions for inquiry, and suggested content for instructional development for
each of the deconstructed skills (SC DOE, 2020b). Within each section, a caveat sentence
emphasizes that the lists are examples and that "educators have the flexibility and latitude
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to use the following content list and additional related content that provides students with
opportunities to employ the target skill" (SC DOE, 2020b, p. 8, line 1-2). In addition, the
Guide states that the "documents are accessible for educators to make decisions regarding
the suggested…content lists based on the needs of the students" (SC DOE, 2020b, p. 1,
line 4-6). This language communicates that classroom teachers possess the autonomy to
make instructional and content decisions based on the Alignment Guide's suggestions that
best fit the needs of the students.
USHC Themes Content
The U.S. History Content Alignment Guide (SC DOE, 2020b) expands on the six
overall themes of U.S. history in South Carolina. Structurally, the Guide suggested
"Possible Questions for Inquiry" queries or statements that teachers could use to engage
students in higher-order, critical thinking skills aligned with the Profile of the South
Carolina Graduate (SC DOE, 2020b, p. 6, line 1). The Guide makes 28 inquiry
suggestions for teachers to use with students, which I analyzed for cultural relevance.
As shown in Appendix J, I developed a simple coding scheme to display how I
assessed whether content within the themes included Black narratives. I coded the
content suggestions as fitting one of three categories: (a) Focused to Black narratives
(bold and italicized), (b) Possibly Focused to Black Narratives (italicized), or (c) Not
Focused on Black narratives (no emphasis) (Appendix J). I read through each theme and
sub-theme to identify which of the above categories the theme would fit. In my analysis,
the category Focused Content showed specific references to Black narratives in the
USHC themes. For example, a statement such as, “How did marginalized groups use
democratic ideals and structures of government to fight for civil rights” (SC DOE, 2020b,
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p. 6). I considered such as an example of Focused Content since it explicitly prompts
teachers and students to explore marginalized groups. My category of Possibly Focused
content specifies concepts that a teacher could develop to include Black narratives but
may not specifically refer to a Black narrative. One example from the document is,
"Which of the following was most important in bringing about the Civil War: conflicting
economic systems, American expansion, or differing interpretations of American
founding values" (SC DOE, 2020b, p. 17). While references to a Black narrative are not
explicit, a classroom teacher could expand on this example to include Black history. My
final category of Not Focused content would indicate the theme did not include any
reference to any type of Black narrative, nor the possibility of supplementing the inquiry
with Black narratives. The results of the theme analysis appear in Figure 4.2.
Appendices J.1-J.5 includes the complete coding process with themes and the
suggested content appearing in the standards. To distinguish the themes and illustrate the
coding process, I grouped Appendix I to include an enumeration of each standard.
Therefore, Appendix I.1 is USHC Standard 1, Foundations of American Republicanism,
and Appendix I.2 is the themes for USHC Standard 2, Expansion & Union, and so forth.
Within each theme in Appendix I, I indicate those themes that include Black or
marginalized group narratives (bold & italics), those themes that could be inclusive of
Black or marginalized group narratives (italics only), and those themes which do not
include Black or marginalized group narratives (no emphasis). Figure 2 displays the
results of the coding process. Slightly over two-thirds (67.86%) of the themes for U.S.
history do not use Black narratives in the content. Of the 28 suggested points of inquiry,
only four specifically include content related to Black narratives within American history.
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This gap indicates that Black narratives will not naturally develop from simply using the
recommended content made by the Alignment Guide.
Figure 4.2
USHC Themes Content Inclusive of Black Narratives

Standard 1:
Foundations of
American
Republicanism
Standard 2:
Expansion &
Union
Standard 3:
Capitalism &
Reform
Standard 4:
Modernism &
Interventionism
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The Alignment Guide’s inclusion of Black narratives in the inquiry suggestions
for each theme is inconsistent. Inquiry suggestions made by the Alignment Guide in The
Natural Rights and Social Development Theme for Standard 4, Modernism &
Interventionism, and Standard 5, Legacy of the Cold War, include specific Black
narrative queries. Questions such as "Did rights of Americans decrease or increase
between 1900 and 1945?” (SC DOE, 2020b, p. 37), and “How did marginalized groups
use democratic ideals and structures of government to fight for civil rights?” (SC DOE,
2020b, p. 50) prompt teachers to help students explore racial themes. However, two
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themes in the Guide have no inquiry suggestions related to Black narratives within the
standards. One of the missing suggestions for content inquiry occurs in the Natural Rights
and Social Development Theme. Of the six themes, this theme appears to be appropriate
for opportunities to discuss marginalized groups and their struggle throughout U.S.
history. However, the Alignment Guide provides no inquiry suggestion for Standard 2,
Expansion & Union, which focuses on the antebellum era leading up to the Civil War.
(SC DOE, 2020b).
Continued analysis of the Standard 2 themes, Expansion & Union, revealed other
possible concerns with the Guide's Inquiry Emphasis suggestions. Standard 2, the
Expansion and Union theme, requires students to decipher how sectionalism conflicted
with nationalism in the antebellum period leading up to the Civil War. To some scholars
(Chandler, 2015; SPLC, 2018; Stoskopf & Bermudez, 2017), the omission of slavery as a
causal and divisive influence leading to the Civil War seems an obvious fault. In this
theme, the Inquiry Emphasis suggestion is the following: “Which of the following was
most important in bringing about the Civil War: conflicting economic systems, American
expansionism, or differing interpretations of American founding values?" (SC DOE,
2020b, p. 17).
One might argue that the inclusion of the "conflicting economic systems" option
opened an opportunity for teachers to discuss slavery (SC DOE, 2020b, p. 17).
Undoubtedly, the slavery issue became the most polarizing issue during the antebellum
period that directly led to secession and the Civil War. However, the association of
economics with slavery underplays the level of institutionalized racism cited by critical
race researchers as problematic with textbook influences on curriculum (Brown &
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Brown, 2015; SPLC, 2018; Stoskopf & Bermudez, 2017). In short, some overtly racist
textbooks, known as promoting the Lost Cause of the Confederacy, excuse slavery as an
economic necessity without noting any other problematic issues (Stoskopf & Bermudez,
2017; Weider, 1995). The phrase “conflicting economic systems” (SC DOE, 2020b, p.
17) drastically minimizes the pervasive racial nature of the issues surrounding the
American slave system and the institutional forces promulgating White supremacy.
Ironically, within the Alignment Guide (SC DOE, 2020b), its writers admitted
classroom challenges in instruction related to the Civil War in South Carolina. The
following note appears at the end of the content suggestions for Standard 2, Expansion &
Union.
"Note: Lost Cause mythology should be taught within its proper context as
an effort by former Confederates to justify the protection of slavery and
secession. The writers intend that the Lost Cause mythology should not be
used as the basis of a historical argument because primary source
documents and modern historiography refute such claims". (SC DOE,
2020b, p. 24).
This note to teachers indicates that the Lost Cause framework of the Civil War is
extends slavery apologists' efforts at the time to justify and defend slavery as a positive
good (Little, 2019). This mindset is similar to the any silence about slavery as a cause of
the Civil War. This way of thinking maybe an attempt to excuse the moral and ethical
complications that emerged over the institution of slavery (Little, 2019; SPLC, 2018).
The Alignment Guide's omission of slavery as a cause of the Civil War and the inclusion
of the note about The Lost Cause mythology indicates some disjointedness in the
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document itself. Both illustrate consistent gaps in providing culturally relevant Black
narratives as a regular part of South Carolina's USHC standards.
USHC Content in the Deconstructed Skills
Critical analysis of the U.S. History Content Alignment Guide (SC DOE, 2020b)
created a language-based picture of how culturally relevant content exists, or is silent, in
the state's suggested content for U.S. history. Overall, there are 82 content suggestions
made within the document, and I used a simple coding scheme to assess the level at
which that content was inclusive of Black narratives or themes. I coded content
recommendations as either Focused (bold and italics), Possibly Focused (italics), or Not
Focused (no emphasis), like the scheme discussed for Themes (Appendix L). Figure 4.3
displays the results of the coding process.
The Alignment Guide content suggested to teach the U.S. history deconstructed
skills does not supply a significant source of Black narratives. Of the 82 suggested
content areas, 59 do not include any Black narratives in the content. Particularly
concerning within this data set is the absence of Black narratives within Standard 3,
Capitalism and Reform. My analysis indicates that no content suggestions appear in the
Focused or Possibly Focused category. Standard 3 contains crucial racial-themed material
for the development of civil rights through Reconstruction, Jim Crow, and economic
discrimination. However, none of the suggested content in the deconstructed skills for
Standard 3 contains Black narratives.
Standard 2, Expansion and Union, and Standard 5, Legacy of the Cold War,
contain the most important content inclusive of Black narratives. Standard 2, Expansion
& Union, contains more Black narrative content of any standards with inclusion in more
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than half of the content suggestions. While it is positive to have a content standard with
significant Black narratives, further analysis reveals that the content indicators may
proliferate traditional elements and patterns of cultural marginalization (An, 2016; Brown
& Brown, 2015; Chandler, 2015; Hornbeck, 2018).
Figure 4.3
USHC Deconstructed Skills Content Inclusive of Black Narratives

Standards
Standard 1:
Foundations of
American
Republicanism
Standard 2:
Expansion &
Union
Standard 3:
Capitalism &
Reform
Standard 4:
Modernism &
Interventionism
Standard 5:
Legacy of the
Cold War
Totals
% of Grand
Total
a
: Grand Total

Focused

Possibly
Focused

Not
Focused

Total

1

2

11

14

6

4

7

17

0

0

13

13

2

0

18

20

4
13

4
10

10
59

18
82 a

15.85%

12.20%

71.95%

Previous studies focused on the analysis of U.S. history standards in a variety of
other states identified patterns of marginalization in which Black narratives within
standards, and thus textbooks, tend to explain Black Americans’ roles primarily within
concepts of subjugation and inferiority (An, 2016; Brown & Brown, 2010a; Chandler,
2015; Hornbeck, 2018). Within the six critical content areas containing Black narratives
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identified within the deconstructed skills for Standard 2, Expansion & Union, two
specifically state the word slavery, one notes the abolitionist movement, and one
identifies the Dred Scott Supreme Court decision on slavery. The theme in this content
emphasized a traditionally marginalized perception of Black history from only a
dominated role. In the six appearances of Black narratives, slavery portrays a dominant
role, and the Dred Scott decision references the Supreme Court's decision to remove
human rights from slaves in the U.S. The Alignment Guide could include narratives of
Black empowerment such as slave revolts, resistance movements, development of Black
leadership in abolitionism, Black involvement in other antebellum reform movements,
the American Colonization Society, and other relevant culturally responsive content
within this era of instruction, but it does not.
Standard 5, Legacy of the Cold War, includes the Civil Rights era, and content
within the deconstructed skills sufficiently covers the strategies, tactics, leadership, and
outcomes of the Civil Rights movement. Significant coverage of the Civil Rights
movement is typical of standards and textbooks (Brown & Brown, 2010a). However, the
emphasis tends to be on the non-violent Civil Rights movement in the South and only
superficially covers alternative, particularly more militant, aspects of the civil rights
movement (Brown & Brown, 2015; Chandler, 2015). This traditional approach aligns
with those scholars (Chandler, 2015; Hornbeck, 2018; Ladson-Billings & Tate, 1995)
who argue that Black citizens achieve political, social, and economic advancement only
when beneficial to Whites. Ladson-Billings and Tate (1995) included this phenomenon as
an essential part of applying Critical Race Theory (Bell, 1995) to education, known as
interest convergence.
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However, within Standard 5’s, Legacy of the Cold War, list of deconstructed
skills, language within the Alignment Guide seems to show the development of a more
critical view of historical and modern race-based issues. As part of the Continuities and
Change deconstructed skillset within Standard 5, one indicator states that students should
be able to "Identify key outcomes of the Civil Rights Movement and examine why
present-day civil rights organizations exist" (SC DOE, 2020b, p. 56). The second part of
the statement recommends that teachers have students examine and question why civil
rights organizations continue to exist. The implication is that the U.S. is not a post-racial
society and that civil rights continue to elude Black citizens (Brown & Brown, 2015;
Perez, 2021; Waymer & Heath, 2016). This recommendation points to a learning
opportunity for critical analysis and, since it does not occur anywhere else in the
deconstructed skills, departs from the traditional White, Euro-centered narrative.
Opportunities for students to explore historic Black and White narratives within U.S.
history exist within this indicator which could easily engage them in discussing current
events and the ongoing struggle to secure full civil rights for Black citizens in modern
American society (Martell & Stevens, 2018; Parkhouse & Massaro, 2019; Smith &
Crowley, 2018).
Conclusion on Discourse from Macro Level Actors
A large volume of the South Carolina legislative language (S.C. Code of Laws §
59) appears without racially coded terms as it conforms to legal formats rather than the
informality of in-person communication. However, I found two possible phrasings which
I interpreted could contain implicit bias about the Black people: (a)legislative discourse
emphasizing devotion to American ideals, espousal of American exceptionalism, and (b)
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a celebration of the founding principles. These phrases require critical perspectives to
support development of culturally responsive curriculum. In contrast, the phrases remain
undefined with little nuance or explicit guidance for addressing the complex concepts.
The language of S.C. Codes of Law does not overtly express racism, but lingering
vestiges of racially biased mindsets may implicitly persist.
The SC DOE’s Alignment Guide (SC DOE, 2020b) presents a disjointed
approach to integrating Black narratives into U.S. history. Despite mandates to fully
incorporate an inclusive curriculum, major gaps exist in the standards, themes, and
deconstructed skills presented to classroom teachers, including the following gaps: (a)
omission of slavery as a cause of the Civil War (b), the portrayal of Black Americans
primarily from dominated and subjugated positions, and (c) absence of narratives of
Black empowerment and resistance. Black narratives do appear among these themes;
however, significant gaps in Standard 1 Foundations of American Republicanism,
Standard 3, Capitalism and Reform, and Standard 4, Modernism and Interventionism,
demonstrate a failure to integrate appropriate Black narratives into the U.S. history
curriculum in South Carolina.
Critical Discourse Analysis: Meso Level Documents & Actors
To analyze the discourse of meso-level actors such as school districts on South
Carolina's U.S. History and Constitution state standards, I identified five school districts
using the state's End of Course Examination (USHC-EOC) scores for Black students
from 2019. I used district EOC passage rates for Black students to rank them as districts
at the top (99th percentile), bottom (1st percentile), and median (50th percentile). In
addition, I selected school districts at the 25th percentile and the 75th percentile to give a
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range of performance that could signal variation in experiences and practices stemming
from curricular discourse (Figure 4.4).
Figure 4.4
Selected School Districts for Discourse Analysis (Pseudonyms)
District

% Black Failures on EOC

27.5%
Morrison South School District
45.9%
Bryk-Howell School District
55.6%
Jackson County School District
66.0%
Thomas Consolidated Schools
88.6%
Robertson County School District
Source: South Carolina Department of Education, 2019

Percentile Rank
99th
75th
50th
25th
1st

I used the identified districts for two purposes in this research study. First, school
districts often produce support documents and teacher resources beyond those written and
disseminated by the state to assist U.S. history classroom teachers with content, pacing,
and curricular plans. As with macro-level actors, discourse analysis of these resources
shows more detail on more localized nuances of U.S. history instructional expectations.
In addition, I used the identified districts as the site for choosing interview participants
for micro-level analysis. Since school districts influence the selection of U.S. history
textbooks, which the SC DOE sanctions (S.C. Code of Laws §59-31-45), I have chosen to
report the textbook analysis portion of this research study within this section on mesolevel actors. While classroom teachers may be involved informally in reviewing
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textbooks during adoption periods, local school boards and districts determine which
textbooks schools may purchase.
School District Resources
All five identified school districts use websites to disseminate curricular
information both for the public and employees. Typically, each district merely linked to
the SC DOE website rather than providing district-designed documents or resources. Four
of the five districts provided links to the SC DOE website. During participant interviews,
I learned that the lack of school district resources resulted from two factors. First, at the
time of this study (2020 through 2021), the USHC state standards were in transition as
the state's school districts switched from the 2011 standards to the new 2019 standards. A
meso-level participant said that the district would create local support documents once
that transition occurs. Second, due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the SC DOE delayed the
transition between the old 2011 standards and the new standards of 2019 for a year since
the SC DOE and the Education Oversight Committee obtained federal permission to
cancel state assessments (SC DOE, 2021a). Due to school disruptions in the spring of
2020 because of the COVID-19 pandemic, students did not take the USHC-EOC. One
district linked to third-party supplemental online materials to enhance the U.S. history
curriculum, which the district approved without developing any of it. Therefore, in terms
of public discourse, at the time of this research study, school districts simply mirror and
transfer the curricular gaps from the macro-level discourse produced by the SC DOE.
A U.S. History Textbook
School districts in South Carolina employ various methods to choose which
textbooks they adopt for classroom use. School districts share the process of textbook
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adoption with the state in that the SC DOE lists state-approved textbooks from which
districts select for adoption (S.C. Code of Laws §59-31-45: SC DOE, 2020a). Both macro
and meso- level actors exert a level of influence over textbook adoption. I analyzed the
U.S. history textbook adopted in my school district for this research study since it was
readily available and was state-sanctioned. I chose to describe my findings on textbook
analysis within the meso-level of discourse analysis since districts decide which textbook
to provide to classroom teachers and students. My analysis of the U.S. history textbook
fit into two categories, (a) textbook gaps and (b) textbook silences.
Textbook Gaps. Using a blend of techniques developed by other researchers
(Brown & Brown, 2010b; SPLC, 2018; Stoskopf & Bermudez, 2017), I developed an
instrument (Appendix G) to analyze a common U.S. history textbook approved by the
state and selected by South Carolina school districts, Prentice Hall’s United States
History (Lapsansky-Werner, 2014). My instrument included a list of essential learning on
Black history incorporated from South Carolina’s adopted textbook for African American
history courses, The African American Odyssey (Hine et al., 2010) and the Southern
Poverty Law Center’s 2017 report, Teaching Hard History (SPLC, 2018). I performed a
close read of the table of contents, chapter headings, subheadings, and ancillary pages of
the U.S. history textbook to identify content and used a coding scheme based loosely on
the Southern Poverty Law Center’s textbook evaluation tool (SPLC, 2018) to determine
the level of coverage based on the following scale: Score of “3” for In-Depth treatment,
“2” for Some Examination, “1” for a Brief Mention, and “0” for No Coverage (Appendix
G).
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In Figure 4.5, I show a summary of the coverage analysis. The analysis included
88 essential themes for Black U.S. history. The 88 themes come from the state’s currently
adopted African American history textbook, The African American Odyssey (Hine et al.,
2010) and the Teaching Hard History guide (SPLC, 2018). Using that list of themes, I
searched the index of the U.S. history textbook to check for references to the identified
themes and read the sections of the U.S. textbook in which one would expect to find
those themes. My analysis tool for this coverage adopted Shuster's (2017) coverage
frequency levels (a) In-Depth treatment, (b) Some Examination, (c) Brief Mention, and
(d) No Coverage.
Figure 4.5
Coverage Level
In-Depth Treatment
Some Examination
Brief Mention
No Coverage

Frequency
11
22
27
28
88

%
12.5%
25.0%
30.7%
31.8%
100.0%

Of the 88 major content themes I found for Black U.S. history in Prentice Hall’s
United States History (Lapsansky-Werner, 2014), I saw No Coverage on nearly one-third
(31.8%) of essential Black history topics and found almost the same amount (30.7%) of
Brief Mentions for the Black history topics (Figure 5). When I combined the No
Coverage and Brief Mentions categories for the U.S. History textbook, the results show
that 62.5% of Black U.S. history content that appears in the African American History
textbook receives virtually no coverage. My analysis among the essential Black history
topics receiving No Coverage included the following nine omissions:(a) descriptions of
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the American style of chattel slavery, (b) Revolutionary literature condemning slavery,
(c) Black involvement in Westward migration, (d) Northern opposition to Black people,
(e) new forms of slavery created during Reconstruction, (f) race riots in the 1920s and
1930s, (g) the Scottsboro Cases, (h) industrial contributions made by Black people in war
industries, and (i) Black political activism and politics since the Civil Rights era.
(Appendix F includes the completed analysis matrix). The textbook depicted In-Depth
coverage of content that educational researchers have typically found in textbooks (A.
Brown & K. Brown, 2010a; Hornbeck, 2018; Woodson, 2015), such as the development
of abolitionist movements in the North, the impact of the cotton gin reinvigorating
slavery in the South, the emergence of Black political leaders during Reconstruction, Jim
Crow segregation and discrimination practices in the South, the Harlem Renaissance, the
non-violent Civil Rights Movement, and the election and administration of Barack
Obama.
Another gap within the textbook occurs during both World Wars eras. Significant
contributions both on battlefields and on the home-front made by Black citizens receive
only Brief Mentions. Additionally, major gaps exist for the intervening period between
the Wars. The textbook covered the Harlem Renaissance extensively, but no other
essential Black narrative of the era receives this exposure level. Textbook content for this
era only briefly mentions (a) Black participation in World War I, (b) varieties of racism
in the U.S. (c) Black conditions during the Depression, (d) Black labor movements, (e)
institutional racism in the military, and (f) the Tuskegee Airmen and other Black units. In
this U.S. history content era, 39% (7 of 18) of essential Black history knowledge receives
absolutely no coverage in the textbook, including (a) Black women in the suffrage
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movement, (b) race riots of the 1920s, (c) challenges of race discrimination in the courts,
(d) the Scottsboro cases, (e) the Chicago Renaissance, (f) Black industrial contributions,
and (g) race issues and support during the election of 1948.
The most significant coverage gap occurs in the modern era after the Civil Rights
Movement and Nixon Era, of which 72% (8 of 11) of essential Black U.S. history
receives No Mention. Essential content that gets no coverage in the textbook includes (a)
the Orangeburg Massacre, an essential event in Black civil rights efforts in South
Carolina (Edgar, 1998; Williams, 2007), (b) Black elected leaders during Nixon's Law
and Order era, (c) Black political activism in the 1970s, (d) Black communities and
policing, (e) Black incarceration patterns, (f) Black politics in the new millennium, (g)
modern Black art and culture, and (h) Black identity in the 21st century. Other than the indepth coverage of the Obama presidency, most other significant Black U.S. history
content since 1968 receive little or no coverage as other educational researchers note in
their studies (Brown & Brown, 2015; Chandler, 2009; Huckin, 2002; Martell & Stevens,
2017a).
Textual Silence in Textbooks. In addition to finding textbook gaps, my analysis
found subjects, topics, and content related to Black history that received No Coverage in
the textbook. I determined the book to be textually silent on this part of the curriculum. I
also analyzed the type of textual silence based on Huckin’s (2002) categorizations:
Speech Act Silence (SA), Presupposed Silence (PS), Discreet Silence (DS), or
Manipulative Silence (MS). Complete results of the state-adopted textbook silence
analysis results appear in Appendix H.
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Of the 88 essential Black narrative themes identified in the African American
Odyssey textbook (Hine et al., 2010), and the Southern Poverty Law Center’s report
(SPLC, 2018), 28 (30.7%) of those themes received no coverage within the U.S. history
textbook. Classroom teachers relying on Prentice Hall’s United States History textbook
(Lapsansky-Werner, 2014) will use a silent resource on nearly one-third of essential
Black U.S. history. My textual silence analysis identified two primary types of silencing
of Black narratives and content: (a) Speech Act Silence and (b) Manipulative Silence.
Speech Act Silence occurs when authors intentionally leave out information about a
subject to avoid talking about it (Huckin, 2002). Manipulative Silence occurs when
omitted information deliberately conceals or misdirects readers' beliefs (Huckin, 2002).
Participant Interview from District-Level Coordinator
To determine the extent to which meso-level actors may influence the USHC
curriculum, I interviewed Carmen Knight. Carmen is a social studies curriculum
coordinator for the Byrk-Howell School District. Her responses during the interview
expressed similar views as the classroom teachers that I interviewed in the analysis of
micro-actors.
Participant Description
Carmen Knight's interview provided an opportunity to analyze the expressions of
a meso-level actor. Her responses gave a district-level perspective on her experiences
with the curriculum and classroom teachers. In my post-interview field notes, I reflected
on her interest in the topic of my research study, and she freely described her work
developing cultural competencies in her district. As a district-level coordinator, she

123

demonstrated knowledge of a wide variety of perspectives since she manages teacher
curricular concerns daily.
Participant Responses
In her interview, Carmen expressed a position reflected in the educational
research regarding social studies as ideal curriculum for addressing racial issues. Even
more specifically, she identified U.S. history as a prime class to develop skills among
students to tackle racial issues. She stated that "[U.S. history] is the class, in my opinion,
where controversial issues and hard topics, especially racial topics, they should come up."
Later in her interview, she reemphasized this point, "Kids need to see multiple
perspectives. Kids need to see themselves in the content and having difficult
conversations about race, especially in U.S. history, but they are not necessarily getting
those opportunities." As a follow-up, I asked her why students were not getting these
opportunities, and she said, "Classroom teachers are uncomfortable [discussing racial
topics], but they can also use the pace of preparation for EOC as a reason to avoid it.”
She specifically relayed that classroom teachers avoid discussing racial topics
because they are uncomfortable. As discussed later in the analysis of micro actors,
Carmen’s statement about discomfort also mirrors what educational researchers identify
as White fragility (DiAngelo, 2011).
When asked about the extent to which her district used a culturally responsive
curriculum, Carmen explained that teachers do not necessarily follow a set curriculum in
her school district. Her district’s teachers receive a significant amount of autonomy,
which Carmen sees as a hindrance to developing a culturally responsive curriculum.
However, she indicates that teachers do align their instruction with the state standards.
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In [Bryk-Howell], we don’t have a social-studies packaged curriculum. Teachers
choose their own curriculum that is aligned with the state standards. I’m working
hard to change that. We went a long time in [Bryk-Howell] with autonomy, and
I’m finding that autonomy actually plays a lot into [preventing culturally
responsive teaching]. Teachers ultimately select their curriculum.
During her interview, Carmen expressed that one of her goals as a Social Studies
Coordinator in her district is to promote a more culturally responsive curriculum. She
appeared to be optimistic about how her district planned to develop such a curriculum
through cultural competencies. She said, "We also have a cultural competency task force
in [our district]. They plan on using grant money to emphasize the development of
culturally competent professional development…We are hiring directors for positions
that will specifically address cultural competencies.” However, she was less optimistic
about whether classroom teachers would successfully engage with cultural competencies.
She commented, “I help provide a lot of curricular resources…and I facilitate
opportunities for all U.S. history teachers, for example, to meet together to develop best
practices, including cultural competencies. Frequently, the response is ‘that’s great, but I
don’t have time!” Carmen’s response concerning instructional time and the challenging
pace of U.S. history instruction align with the responses from classroom teachers.
In her district role, Carmen identified more than instructional time, as a challenge
to the development of a more culturally relevant curriculum. As Social Studies
Coordinator, Carmen has seen a drastic increase in contact from parents over the last year
related to cultural content and activities within the classrooms in her district.

125

I do quite a bit this year of communicating with parents, principals, and teachers
when problems arise, specifically about classroom materials, specifically about
race. … I have had parents from both sides of the issue contacting me. Parents
contact me about the lack of multiple perspectives in their social studies
curriculum. And…just recently, I’ve been receiving a lot of parent contact [from]
the opposite [view], saying that our curriculum is way too liberal. [This latter
view] has been shocking.
In her meso-level district position, Carmen may be in a position in which she is more apt
to receive parental complaints related to the curriculum. The influence of stakeholders
such as parents, community members, and local school board members may serve as
potential obstacles to a more culturally relevant curriculum.
Conclusion on Discourse from Meso Level Actors
Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the SC DOE extended teachers' and schools' use
of the 2011 standards, which means school districts have yet to create curriculum guides
or local support documents for the 2019 standards. As a result, school districts chose to
wait for the state’s communication on updating testing protocols before updating district
(meso)-level guidance to teachers about U.S. History and Constitution curriculum and
instruction. None of the five districts in this research study had district-produced
documentation to analyze. Therefore, at the time of this research, meso level actors did
not directly contribute to the new 2019 U.S. history standards discourse. Instead, districts
chose to channel macro-level discourse to micro-level actors by redirecting teachers to
the SC DOE's web-based social studies resources.
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State-adopted textbooks reflect the state USHC standards, and districts select
these approved textbooks for schools and teachers with little modification. As a result,
textbooks reflect the same curricular gaps with Black narratives as the standards do. I
categorized significant gaps in one of the adopted U.S. history textbooks selected for
review in this study. I found that 62.5% of the identified essential Black U.S. history
categorize as No Coverage or Brief Mention. In addition, significant silences (31.8%)
exist in which no coverage of essential Black U.S. history content appears in the adopted
textbook.
A semi-structured interview with a selected district-level Social Studies
Coordinator provided responses that foreshadowed many of the themes expressed by
teachers in the micro-level analysis. Carmen referenced the discomfort that teachers feel
over racial dialogue in the classroom and the influence of stakeholders as obstacles to
developing a more culturally responsive curriculum in her district. One unique
perspective that Carmen shared compared to classroom teachers in the micro-analysis
was her belief that teacher autonomy hindered the development of a culturally responsive
curriculum. In the analysis of micro-level actors, I found examples of teachers who use
their autonomy to develop a more inclusive approach to U.S. history.
Critical Discourse Analysis: Micro-Level Actors
To assess the influence of micro-level actors on the discourse of the U.S. history
curriculum, I conducted five semi-structured interviews with five classroom teachers. I
used the classroom teachers’ interviews to answer the third research question in this
study: What do classroom teachers' verbal expressions and reflections about their
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practices with U.S. history standards and curriculum indicate about implicit bias and their
approaches to culturally responsive teaching?
To recruit participants, I used a purposeful selection plan whereby I targeted
current U.S. history teachers in the five districts that I ranked based on their percentage of
Black passage rates on the state's USHC-EOC (See Table 11). Within that list of school
districts, I wanted to identify teachers in schools with diverse educational and ethnic
backgrounds. In addition, I looked for teachers working in various urban, suburban, and
rural locales. Urban and rural schools with high percentages of Black and impoverished
students limit access to quality teachers and resources, impacting student performance
(Green, 2015; Schafft, 2016; Showalter et al., 2017).
Table 4.4 provides information about the participants involved in this study. The
table provides the names (pseudonyms) of participants plus their gender and ethnicity. It
identifies the school districts (pseudonyms) in which they work and each participant's
number of years’ experience.
Table 4.4
Participant Descriptions
Years in
Education
Lydia Cartwright
Teacher
White
Female Morrison South
20
Wendell Hendricks
Teacher
Black
Male
Thomas County
8
Carmen Knight*
Coordinator White
Female Bryk-Howell
15
Greg Nicholson
Teacher
White
Male
Jackson County
12
Brenda Solomon
Teacher
Black
Female Robertson County
31
Trevor Walsh
Teacher
White
Male
Bryk-Howell
9
Note: Carmen Knight included as district participant but among classroom teacher interview analyses
Participant

Role

Ethnicity

Gender

District

Table 11 provides school demographic information for each of the five teacher
participants in this study. The table includes student enrollment, school type, White and
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Black student percentages, percentage of students receiving free or reduced meal
programs, Black student scores on the USHC-EOC exam, and the percentile rank of the
participant's district on the same exam. Table 11 indicates that the three schools in this
study considered urban and rural have higher percentages of Black students. Also, a
significant gap exists between the percentages of Black students and White students in
these schools. In addition, these schools that are urban or rural have high percentages of
Black student populations also include students who are all eligible for free/reduced
meals, which can indicate poverty levels. Suburban schools within this study tend to be
much more likely to comprise White and more economically advantaged students. Urban
and rural schools in this study have a higher percentage of Black and economically
disadvantaged students. Another co-existing condition within this study is that the White
suburban schools perform better on the USHC-EOC exam.
Participant Descriptions
Participants in the study came from five school districts across the state with
varying levels of success with Black students on the state's USHC-EOC test. For the
micro-level interviews, participants included five classroom teachers, four currently
teaching U.S. history, and one experienced teacher now teaching another subject.
Descriptions of participants, their school districts, and their schools help shed light on
how they perceive culturally relevant teaching within their context and how enrollments
and locales out of their control may impact pedagogical decisions (Bhattacharya, 2017;
Creswell & Creswell, 2018).
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Table 4.5
Participant Demographic & School USHC-EOC Performance Summary

Participant
Lydia Cartwright
Wendell Hendricks
Greg Nicholson
Brenda Solomon
Trevor Walsh

School
District
Enrollment Type
Morrison South
2,024
Suburban
Thomas County
395
Rural
Jackson County
1,672
Urban
Robertson County
610
Rural
Bryk-Howell
1,597
Suburban

White
Student %
71.7
23.3
11.2
3.2
70.1
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Black
Student %
13.4
70.4
54.4
95.0
21.8

Eligible
Meal
Program %
16.4
100.0
100.0
100.0
25.3

Black
Success
Rate on
USHC-EOC
82.6%
38.5%
48.8%
7.1%
54.1%

Black
Success
Rate District
% Rank
99th
25th
50th
1st
75th

Lydia Cartwright works in a school district with a solid academic reputation. She
has taught U.S. history for twenty years and, due to her role as a leader in a strong
academic district, served on multiple state committees and groups related to standards
and USHCEOC exam development. During her interview, she seemed comfortable
sharing her experiences with standards and discussing how she implements those in
preparation for the USHCEOC exam. She frequently referred to the exam more than
other participants, which may speak to her mindset towards answering questions on
instruction variance to include a more culturally relevant curriculum. She was willing but
a little more hesitant to openly discuss racism questions and seemed at times to be much
more guarding of her words and verbalized such during the interview when she said, "I
know this is going to sound bad." Wendell Hendricks was the most enthusiastic
participant during the interviews. He was very demonstrative with his body language
during the interview and was very forthcoming in his responses. He elaborated much
more willingly than other participants when posed a question. He repeated himself on
several occasions, and he seemed anxious to share his personal and professional
experiences as a Black teacher. He often referenced himself as "the Black guy" when
explaining his experiences with the school administration, district-level personnel, and
state-level committees. Wendell is a retired military man with eight years of teaching
experience. He integrates his travel and life experiences into his teaching style, which
was noticeable in his approach to the interview.
Greg Nicholson works in a majority Hispanic and Black school, which has
struggled with its academic reputation. During his interview, I found Greg to be very self-

aware of his White privilege as he reflected on his access to opportunity compared with
the students in his classroom. More than other participants, Greg spoke about how his
personal and educational experiences influenced his perspectives on teaching. In
particular, he referenced the private education he received in his secondary and collegiate
education, remarking on how he recognized his advantages and his privilege. These
experiences, he said, pushed him to explore opportunities such as his decision to work in
a school frequently noted as at-risk. He was also very forthcoming in his answers and
elaborated with detail when asked a question. For this reason, he was the most quoted
participant I used in my preliminary analysis, and then, I reviewed the other four
participants more heavily to identify their themes and quotes, as displayed in Appendix
M.
Brenda Solomon agreed to participate in the study even though she no longer
teaches U.S. history. She responded to requests for participation by stating that she had
experience teaching U.S. history except for the current school year. Part of her
recruitment to participate was my desire to have a Black female perspective in my
participants. At the point of contacting her, I had not recruited a Black female to
participate despite several attempts and strategies. Brenda seemed comfortable discussing
the themes surrounding her personal and educational experiences, but many of her
responses were much shorter than other participants, and some veered from the topic. For
example, instead of responding about Black history and narratives, she described her
Holocaust lessons in answering three different questions, even though the questions
elicited responses about Black narratives. When I rephrased and redirected her towards
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examples related to teaching Black history, she stated that she did something similar with
John Brown, “one time,” but did not provide as much detail as she had with her
Holocaust lesson.
Trevor Walsh was less talkative, tending to provide shorter answers. His
responses contributed the second least number of quotes in my analysis. He emphasized
his teaching of Advanced Placement (AP) college-level classes and discussed his other
school responsibilities, such as coaching, which affected his time to develop a more
culturally relevant pedagogy. My post-interview field notes indicated that he spent more
time off-topic than other participants. I also indicated in my field notes that he seemed
less interested in the research topic than other participants. In South Carolina, U.S.
history students in AP courses must also take the EOC test, so his responses were
relevant, and he tended to switch the conversation back and forth between his teachings
of the U.S. history course with strategies for teaching A.P. U.S. history. For example, he
stated, "not that there's extra time, but, for example, I need to emphasize learning for the
A.P. test that may not show up in the state standards for the EOC…I focus on the A.P.
content."
Each participant's variety of experiences, both educational and personal, provided
information relevant to U.S. history instruction in their classrooms and, to some extent,
their interactions with other classroom teachers and stakeholders. Participant dialogue
informed the study by establishing themes and patterns that emerged during each of the
interviews.
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Interview Results
I designed interview questions and protocols to elicit responses from classroom
teachers and teacher leaders to illustrate vertical discourse themes, how teachers view
disseminating standards from macro and meso-level actors, and horizontal discourse
themes, how teachers present common discourses within their ranks (Appendix D). The
analysis focused on how participants generated verbal discussion of both vertical and
horizontal discourse through the lens of race in their interpretations of standards, use of
textbooks, and pedagogical decisions. In addition, I also analyzed each participant's
language in the interviews to identify potential implicit bias from the individuals who
could also serve to prevent or misdirect the development of culturally responsive
teaching.
Vertical Discourse Results
Initial coding analysis of the interviews produced 23 separate discourse fragments
related to how participants discussed the U.S. history curriculum transfer through macro
and meso-level actors to individual classroom teachers. To create more streamlined
discourse strands, I grouped the 23 words and phrases that expressed similar themes into
a broader category. For example, I combined terms and phrases such as content, stories,
experiences, narrative, and history into a content narrative strand to represent
participants’ references to the curriculum they teach. I combined references to test
creators, legislators, Board members, and parents into a strand I call stakeholder
influences (Appendix J). Through this process, I settled on four discourse strands and
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themes I found in the interviews in order of frequency: (a) content narrative, (b)
stakeholder influence, (c) teacher autonomy, and (d) teaching to the test.
Content narrative. Magnitude coding revealed that participant phrasings related
to content narrative were the most frequent response from participants. Within the
content narrative category, three consistent ideas emerged. Participants expressed
frustration with (a) how U.S. history standards and expectations present Black history at a
surface level, (b) how the White curriculum limits opportunities to explore race, and (c)
how the U.S. History textbook frames Black U.S. history from a victim perspective.
Participant Greg pointed out the limited nature with which the U.S. history curriculum
addresses Black history.
The standards…do address topics that I think are important to the history of Black
people in the United States. It's just that those topics are not particularly varied in
the historical understanding of themes that kids can walk away with… It presents
Black history as monolithic. (Greg Nicholson)
Participant Brenda echoed the same idea by pointing out the lack of depth she typically
experiences within the curriculum. “The standards do a serviceable job in hitting some of
the key points of the experiences of Black people in the United States, but it’s at a surface
level.” (Brenda Solomon). Wendell Hendricks spoke to the limited amount of Black
history included in the U.S. history curriculum and how the curriculum provides a narrow
focus on only a few Black leaders. Wendell stated specific Black history icons that are
somewhat canonized but represent a minute part of the Black experience as educational
researchers such as Brown and Brown (2010b) and Stoskopf and Bermudez (2017) have
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found. "You've just got the traditional buzz words. You've got the Martin Luther Kings,
the Underground Railroad, Frederick Douglas, and that's it” (Wendell Hendricks).
Participants also expressed concerns over how the White curriculum limits
opportunities to explore race and racism as a consistent, systemic thread within U.S.
history. Both Greg Nicholson and Trevor Walsh referenced the pervasiveness of the
White curriculum.
They're walking away from my U.S. history class really digesting a pretty White
dominant version of American history that really doesn't speak to not only the
cultural background of a lot of my kids, but I don't think [it] necessarily prepares
them to be critical consumers of history and politics in the future. (Greg
Nicholson)
Trevor Walsh reflected similarly. “It doesn’t take long if you’re looking at the standards
or a textbook to see that U.S. history content is based on White men. But that’s not
surprising when U.S. history is determined by White Americans.” Participants in the
study recognized White curricular control in the content they are tasked with teaching.
Wendell Hendricks expanded on the theme of White curricular control. During his
participation in developing the U.S. history standards process, he noticed instances of
White curricular control. He commented, "The (U.S. history) curriculum has a lot of
Whitewashing. I don't know if it was because of the departments they [other teachers and
leaders] are in or if it's just the politics of South Carolina, but there was a lot of
Whitewash.”
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Wendell also posed an important rhetorical question: “How are African American
students supposed to see themselves and their heritage in the standards or the textbooks if
their first exposure to Black history occurs in 1619?" In his statement, Wendell referred
to 1619 as the date the U.S. history textbook substantiates as the introduction of West
African slaves to Virginia. In later statements in his interview, he explained how he
stresses that Africans were in the Americas long before 1619, indicating how textbooks
can misrepresent Black history.
All participants expressed concerns about how the standards and textbooks frame
Black history from a victim mentality. All five of the five classroom teacher participants
referred directly to this problem. Lydia Cartwright stated, "Overall, the standards
emphasize the tragedy of the African American experience.” In particular, two
participants noted that standards, textbooks, and content consistently present the slave
narrative and the role of victimization as the primary condition of Black historical
characters. Brenda Solomon lamented that “Sometimes a lot of people [teachers] look at
it as when you’re teaching African American history, it’s always about slavery, [but] it’s
not always about slavery.” Wendell Hendricks similarly stated that “The slave narrative
is constant. We are the constant victim throughout the history books. We are the constant
victim or fighting to not be the victim." Greg Nicholson explained that an essential step
for becoming more culturally aware was changing the way he interpreted the U.S. history
curriculum. He stated, "I have to really force myself oftentimes to make sure that I'm not
only focusing on the aspects of American history related to portraying African Americans
as victims.”
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Trevor Walsh described a similar experience as he explained a specific strategy that he
employed to attempt to change perceptions through his language:
Native American and Black histories seem to always be presented and taught
from an oppressed role…I stopped using the word slave and began using the
enslaved to try - I know it means nearly the same - but to just try to make it seem
more like a temporary state.
In their interviews, classroom teachers indicated an awareness of the
marginalization of Black history in the U.S. history content. All participants expressed
knowledge of how U.S. history standards (a) offer little depth to Black history, (b)
present an essentially White curriculum, and (c) emphasize a victimization narrative of
Black U.S. history.
Stakeholder influence. Vertical discourse on educational policy decisions
involves multiple stakeholders at all political levels. The discourse positions of
stakeholders exert influence on the curriculum and instructional practices affecting
student learning. Two interview participants reported their involvement in separate
processes, which created the latest iteration of the U.S. history standards and review of
USHC-EOC questions before the formal release of the 2019 standards (SC DOE, 2020c).
Their statements indicated the types of influences macro-level agents may exert on the
curriculum.
Lydia Cartwright of the Morrison South School District, the district with the
highest success rate on the USHC-EOC for Black students, served on a state committee
responsible for reviewing USHC-EOC questions. Lydia not only provided insight into her
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own experiences, but she also stated that she communicated regularly with a colleague
involved in the original creation of the 2019 standards. Lydia provided a detailed
statement about various stakeholders influencing the questions to include in the highstakes USHC-EOC exam:
They had different committees from different [groups], whether it was race or
influential groups. You had Daughters of the American Revolution, those
supporting Holocaust education, and you had a lot of diehard-preserve-Southernhistory [advocates], and a lot of African American advocates…
As part of the EOC question-making process, Lydia also mentioned that the group
reviewing the EOC questions also passed their work to a bias committee. Standardized
tests items go through multiple review processes to eliminate potential stereotypes,
biases, and offensive content (Herman & Baker, 2009). Her statement reveals that the SC
DOE makes efforts to guard against insensitivities that could manifest in the test creation
process:
[For the EOC], every question went through us and then went to the bias
committee, and that was made of all races, genders, everyone, to see if it was not
just insensitive, but ‘is there a bias with certain students?’…So, there is a bias
committee when creating the EOC.
Lydia’s statement indicates that macro-level advocates are keenly aware of potential
implicit bias in the actual formulation of the USHC-EOC exam questions. However,
macro-level agent influences also hampered the creation of a more culturally aware and
sensitive exam. Lydia her experience with the insensitivity and disconnect between the
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teacher review committee on which she served and the corporate test maker
representatives participating in the process.
Sometimes we could modify questions…you know, the history would actually be
wrong, and we could modify some…but this company doesn't really take
anything like low-ability readers, low resourced districts. That's no factor in
creating the EOC. They may listen some to [the bias committee], but most of the
time… they responded with 'We are keeping it in!’
Lydia was not the only participant in this study directly involved in developing state-level
policy and documents.
Wendell Hendricks served on the standards review committee to advocate for
Black voices in the standards. One of the tasks of this committee was to reduce a large
number of proposed standards down to a manageable amount to include in the final
edition of the standards. While serving on the standards review committee, Wendell
viewed implicit bias among teachers involved in discussing potential bias and among
teacher leaders who participated in shaping the U.S. history curriculum.
There's a lot of pluses and minuses with the new standards. It is more focused on
conversations you can have with students…but when you are editing the
standards, we, teachers, asked how the standards would be tested, and their
answer was, 'We don't know yet.' Well, that makes a big difference in how we
present and teach the material. So … we've got to eliminate so much stuff. And
so, I was defending some African American history, and a White female said, 'Mr.
[Hendricks] are you only doing this because you're Black? Is that the only reason
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you think this stuff should be in here?'… And people just kept eliminating all of
the African American stuff out of [the standards]. And I was the only Black
person in the room… if a Black person was not in this room, then much of the
[Black history] would have been gone. It reminded me of when I first started
teaching, and the old standards … had a section labeled 'What Students Don't
Need to Know,' and guess where I found a lot of the Black history? - There!
In this passage, Wendell mentioned the previous Alignment Guide produced by the SC
DOE for the 2011 standards. The previous guide listed the content that teachers could
omit, since the USHC-EOC exam would not assess it, but the Alignment Guide for the
2019 standards does not include such a listing (SC DOE, 2020b). Still, that prior listing
illustrates the potential disconnect between standards in the official curricular discourse
and the impact on the classroom.
During his interview, Greg Nicholson also referred to the previous alignment
guide’s listing of content that could be omitted. He described how he used those
curricular suggestions to frame his pedagogical decisions: “With the old [standards], it
was pretty set, like, this is what the standards and indicators are asking the students to
know. Here’s what they are not asking the kids to know.” Greg explained that he made
those pedagogical decisions when he initially began teaching U.S. history based on what
the 2011 support document stated students both needed to know and did not need to
know. This explanation demonstrates the power the support document possesses in
shaping how many teachers make curricular decisions. Furthermore, if that document is
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flawed with implicit biases and Black history silences, as Wendell Hendricks found, this
could hamper the development of a culturally relevant curriculum.
Wendell Hendricks referred to an instance in which a meso level actor, a local
school board member, influenced a curricular decision. In his view, Wendell Hendricks
claimed that his district is "very conservative," which he feels often challenges
developing diverse perspectives. His district's Social Studies Coordinator asked Wendell
to develop local standards for district African American history courses. When he
accepted this responsibility, Wendell reported intervention from a local school board
member about the curriculum. “There was a demand from one person on the board…and
nowhere in our curriculum were we allowed to mention the word, Islam." This influence
is similar to the statements made by Carmen Knight in the meso-level findings of the
local school board and school district hierarchy as well as stakeholder involvement in
curricular decision-making.
Likewise, individual classroom teachers reported a trend towards more parental
opposition to perceptions about the U.S. history curriculum. In the meso-level analysis,
Carmen Knight reported that as a district-level educator, she experienced more parental
opposition to social studies and U.S. history instruction from those who think it is too
conservative and those who think it is too liberal. Classroom teacher participants also
noted parental concerns over the inclusion of race discussions in school. Brenda Solomon
stated, “I heard [from colleagues] that some parents were saying that [race relations
through the course of U.S. history] was really not something that they needed to be
educated on.” Two more participants relayed examples of parents' concerns over race-
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based discussions involving history and correlations to modern political controversies.
Wendell Hendricks stated:
I’ve been called on the carpet and been in the principal’s office with a parent
because I said something about Donald Trump. One kid’s parents did not want
[their child] to watch The Kid with the Striped Pajamas or learn about the
Holocaust. One parent was upset [because] he ‘don’t [sic] understand why his son
was taught something called White Flight that made White people look bad.’ And
I’m like, ‘why are these people trying to keep the truth away from their children?’
Trevor Walsh noticed recent examples of curricular concerns from students, which, in his
opinion, appear to come from home discussions among parents upset about what students
may be learning in his classroom.
Some students seem to be expressing what I imagine is probably being shared or
told to them by their parents. All of sudden, this year, I am hearing from both
students and parents about the controversies over the 1619 program…a simulation
we used on the Atlantic Slave trade…there is more of a political attack over trying
to…bring attention to diversity. There’s this position with White Americans that
we [White people] should not be apologizing all the time.
Teacher perceptions towards parental opposition to their curriculum may influence how a
teacher approaches instruction. Two classroom teachers discussed how they perceived
parental opposition to racial content and curriculum in the participant interviews. How
they responded showed a contrast in their perceptions. Lydia Cartwright, a White female
teacher, stated: "I'm the White middle-class woman, and I almost am, in today's climate,

143

uncomfortable to do some things or discuss certain topics because I could say or do
something wrong and upset [parents]." She also reported that she openly admitted her
discomfort over racial topics to her students: “I’ll look at them, and yeah, say I’m very
uncomfortable talking about this… and so I don’t want to say anything that a [student or
parent] may take as offensive.”
In contrast, Wendell, a Black male teacher, showed insight into how and why he
believes he can press students to discuss racial themes regardless of what parents or the
community perceive.
I could probably get higher EOC scores if I just stuck to the curriculum, but I
need to get real knowledge into their heads. Parents and people outside and inside
might complain, but I'm just not built that way. I want to get to the raw stuff, and I
find that what [the SC standards authors] say ‘students do not need to know’
generates the best conversations and learning in the classroom. Now, they don't
say this to me because they know I'm like Mr. Black history. So, they don't want
to offend me. … I'm talking about a topic that I'm allowed to talk about because
I'm a Black man.
In this passage, Wendell explained his comfort in discussing race-based issues in class
and declared his comfort pushing beyond what stakeholders in and out of the classroom
may think. His words leave little doubt about his belief that his race allows him more
flexibility to discuss more culturally responsive content.
Participant responses illustrated how various stakeholders influence the
development of the U.S. history curriculum at the macro, meso, and micro levels. Two
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participants revealed highly contrasting approaches in terms of how each interpreted and
managed the influence of stakeholders on their pedagogical decisions.
Teacher autonomy. Participants referred to various levels and approaches to
classroom teacher autonomy about pedagogical and content decisions within U.S. history
classrooms. Even with legislative mandates and curriculum standards, individual teacher
alignment to those expectations varied from site-to-site depending on district and school
administration involvement. Among these participants’ perspectives, the classroom
teachers retain the primary influence over what students learn or do not learn.
Among classroom teacher participants, adherence to the U.S. history standards
curriculum appears to vary. Lydia Cartwright explained she rarely strays from the statedirected standards:
As a teacher, you can go further [in depth] if you want to, or you don’t have to.
We don’t really have the time because we are hybrid [due to the current
pandemic], so there will be no discussions in class whatsoever because we need to
keep it moving.
Trevor Walsh indicated that he sticks closely to the USHC standards but knows he needs
to implement more to develop a culturally responsive curriculum:
I stick to the standards for the most part…that’s what we are sort of directed to do
depending on who you talk to. I guess I do a little bit [apart] from the standards.
Our department does some things with Black history month…I should probably
do more.
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Trevor's response also indicated a tacit expectation to teach directly from the standards.
He stated his instruction aligns with standards because he is directed to do so but includes
the caveat "depending on who you talk to." His statement illustrates the flexibility that
classroom teachers have to shape students' curriculum in the classroom. From his
statement, he seemed to perceive an intentional vaguery surrounding adherence to a
standards-driven curriculum.
Two other teachers, Wendell Hendricks and Greg Nicholson reported why they
extend learning beyond the standards when opportunities for deeper meaning or critical
exploration of historical elements warrant. Wendell stated,
[Some teachers] stick precisely to what the [district or state leaders] tell to teach,
and that might be the case for them, but, again, I'm not built that way. If I get a
chance to dive deep, then I do. Even if I only get through 40% of [the content for
EOC].
Further explaining his instructional choices, Wendell indicated that he takes advantage of
his teacher autonomy to stray from the standards to provide students cultural learning
opportunities.
Even when I was trying to get my [African American] standards passed [through
the school district], of course, I wasn't allowed to include references to Islam. But
what I actually teach is totally different at times from what is in the actual
curriculum.
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Greg Nicholson explained that he believes an overall lack of effective presentation of
Black history in macro-level documents. Thus, he attempts to develop more culturally
relevant instruction on his own. Greg said,
Just because of the way the standards are written and the support documents, they
don’t give us as teachers a lot of guidance on how to [incorporate Black history]
well. There’s not even a place for teachers to get kids to grapple with things like
how the system of slavery founded American capitalism. I have to create that on
my own…we’re still in a position where each teacher is on his or her own.
Classroom teachers approach U.S. History and Constitution curriculum standards
from various perspectives and at multiple levels of attention to culturally responsive
curriculum. Teachers find a dilemma choosing between developing a culturally relevant
classroom experience inclusive of Black narratives and the responsibility to prepare
students to take the state's USHC-EOC exam. Greg Nicholson summed up this
conundrum:
So, on the other hand, if I teach the way I'm teaching now, which I'm going full
steam, and every single lesson is aligned to an indicator, every single lesson is
aligned to something that I'm pretty sure is going to be on the exam, then I'm
preparing them for the exam and making it more likely they will graduate on time.
But it means they're walking away from my U.S. history class really digesting a
pretty White-dominant version of American history that really doesn't speak to the
cultural background of my kids, but also… [does not] prepare them to be critical
consumers of history and politics in the future.
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Greg Nicholson’s statement perfectly segues to the last major vertical discourse strand I
discovered through participant interviews, which is the tendency of teachers to teach to
the high-stakes USHC-EOC exam.
Teaching to the test. The previous section on teacher autonomy closely aligns
with the teaching-to-the-test discourse strand. Among their answers, participants
expressed beliefs over the strain between the preparation of students for the USHC-EOC
exam and instructional practices that would produce a more culturally responsive
curriculum. Participant responses indicated the tendency to focus on what the standards
and Alignment Guide say will be on the USHC-EOC exam.
Participants seemed to struggle consistently making pedagogical decisions about
whether to teach what the state says will be on the exam or whether to delve into topics
that may provide skills to deal with race-based issues. Greg Nicholson saw an even more
fundamental problem in that students, who are unprepared for the test, could be in a
situation that limits their ability to graduate on time. Greg said,
So, if I choose to go rogue and I choose to teach or expose kids to a version of
American history that is more varied in terms of the experiences of the people that
we are considering, if I choose to do that, then I’m under-preparing kids for the
exam. Then, they fail the exam, and that means they might have to repeat the
class. They don’t get the graduation credit that they need.
Unquestionably, pressure exists in varying degrees across the state to meet accountability
expectations. U.S. history classroom teachers focus on preparation for the high-stakes
USHC-EOC exam. Since the standards are the basis for the exam (SC DOE, 2021a), the
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exam would logically reflect any problems existing in the standards. If the standards lack
sufficient narratives on Black U.S. history, then any test based on those standards will
similarly be void of culturally responsive content. Classroom teachers are well aware of
this situation. Participants indicated that the macro-level state educators and
policymakers need to adjust expectations for classroom teachers to develop a more
culturally responsive curriculum. Wendell Hendricks noted,
"If [the state] really wanted to improve diversity in the classroom, you better find
a way to ask those questions on the EOC. Because if the EOC is not going to
address it, then teachers are not going to address it. And I don't blame the teacher
per se since there is so much of this report card mentality. Teachers are not going
to try to figure that out if the EOC doesn't ask about this."
In dealing with classroom teachers across her district, Carmen Knight espoused a similar
belief and specifically declared the need for macro-level agents to change how Black
narratives are presented in the U.S. history curriculum. "At a more macro level, the
district recognizes that teaching to culturally diverse populations is important and needs
to be addressed. But if it [EOC] doesn't ask much about Black history, teachers aren't
teaching it."
Conclusion on Vertical Discourse
Overall, the CDA indicated that these selected classroom teachers and teacher
leaders view the South Carolina USHC curriculum standards and guidance documents as
flawed. They reported curricular marginalization of Black narratives, the influence of
macro-level and meso-level agents on standard and test development, and how policy and
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discourse interpretations made by teachers may suppress a culturally responsive
curriculum. These selected micro-level participants reported that parents and other
stakeholders at the meso and macro levels expressed resistance to culturally responsive
content objecting to any alteration to a dominant-White narrative. Given that resistance,
the USHC standards and the requisite USHC-EOC exam may continue to reveal a
shallow narrative about race and Black American history.
Horizontal Discourse Results
Initial coding analysis of the interviews produced far fewer separate discourse
fragments compared to the vertical discourse results. Overall, I named seven fragments,
and I performed the same streamlining process (Fairclough, 1995; Jäger, 2001; van Dijk,
2001; Wodak & Meyer, 2004) that I followed with the vertical fragments to create two
major discourse strands. Since I started with fewer fragments, I did not have to combine
as many to identify emerging themes or strands as with the vertical fragments. Participant
responses on interview protocol questions relevant to horizontal discourse within teacher
ranks seemed to focus on more easily identifiable and consistent patterns. This pattern is
not entirely unexpected as classroom teachers often experience similarities in curricula,
policies, procedures, and challenges as homologous groups. After performing the same
process of identifying fragments and combining them into strands, I identified two
discourse strands and themes in the interviews about how teachers view their practice: (a)
instructional time and (b) discomfort with race-based dialogue.
Instructional time. These U.S. history teachers reported an overwhelmingly
identifiable concern about implementing more culturally diverse perspectives is the

150

instructional time needed to teach the identified exam-based content to prepare students
for the USHC-EOC. Every participant claimed that limited time narrowed opportunities
for integrating Black U.S. history into the curriculum. This recurring problem of
instructional time needed to cover content limits the flexibility teachers have with the
curriculum. Trevor Walsh shared that “The biggest problem is trying to cover all of the
content that they want you to get through. There are just such time constraints…it really
limits what you can do.” Brenda Solomon admitted to feeling limited by the demands to
prepare students for the high-stakes standardized tests and stated how preparation for
testing has affected her pedagogical decisions:
I've got this amount of time, and so I have to plan out how I am going to teach all
these things that they say will be on the EOC. I used to do much more in terms of
activities, debates, and things like that, which students got a lot out of, and I
enjoyed doing. But there's no way I can do those things now. I will literally think
of or see something that would be great to do, but my brain immediately reacts
with I don't have time for that.
Classroom teachers feel limited in their ability to provide activities that could deepen or
extend student learning and feel limited in their ability to broaden the curriculum to be
more culturally responsive. Greg Nicholson revealed, "the reason I don’t feel particularly
prepared to do that (more culturally responsive teaching) is because I don’t have the time
within my instructional day.” Classroom teachers are keenly aware of the instructional
time available to them. Lydia Cartwright lamented the amount of content that teachers are
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to cover, and students are to know make her doubt whether she could add more into the
content:
It’s just there’s such a time constraint, and already they learn so much content in
this class that it’s almost like if you were just to try to add more, you’re going to
burst their little brains. So, as much as you may want that good intention to add
more activities to help with racial issues throughout history, quite honestly,
there’s just not enough time.
Ultimately, teachers are in a position where they have to decide whether to prepare
students for an exam that will lack diverse voices or provide them a curriculum inclusive
of Black narratives but fails to prepare them for the exam. Wendell Hendricks
maintained,
You're going to have to make a tough decision. If you choose to do what you
should and include African American history effectively, you're not going to get
everything you need for the EOC unless they streamline.
Participants all indicated that finding instructional time for teaching the content of U.S.
history is a significant challenge considering the assessment requirements. This challenge
can be exacerbated in some cases since instructional time is not always consistent across
the state.
Instructional time available to classroom teachers also varies between school
districts and individual schools. The SC DOE’s Office of Assessment gives school
district test coordinators a range of dates as a test window for students to take the USHCEOC that may not occur earlier than 20 instructional days before the end of the semester
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or year (SC DOE, 2021a). From another perspective, this requirement also means the
USHC-EOC test administration can occur as soon as 20 instructional days before the end
of the semester or year. In school districts using a block scheduling model, this could
mean that of the 90 days set aside for student instruction, a teacher could feasibly only
have 70 days to prepare students to take the comprehensive high-stakes test. In this
extreme case, teachers could lose 22% of their instructional time if their district decided
to use the earliest test date.
Teachers consider instructional time as their most prized possession in an
educational atmosphere focused on test-based accountability. Participants also pointed to
preparation and planning time to produce more culturally relevant instruction for Black
students as obstacles. Greg Nicholson identified this aspect in two statements:
I don't have time within my planning periods to do the research and the work that
I need to do to find topics to teach, [or] academic theories and critiques on how to
do that well, and [while] finding more academic writings that critique the
predominant narrative. And, so it requires more work, which I should be doing.
It's just that time is finite.
Greg further elaborated that the additional time required to achieve more a more
culturally relevant curriculum is beyond what he has the time or a willingness to do:
That’s going to require me to do a lot of investigating and a lot of reflection,
which I’m not really willing to do, or I don’t have the time to do or is not going to
make a big difference in terms of my test scores.
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Participants reflected that a significant cause of the instructional time constraints is the
amount of content and standards that teachers must cover, and students must know.
Wendell Hendricks spoke to the inability to teach content with any depth of knowledge.
Now the negative part about [the new standards] is if you [teach cultural
relevance] all the way through the curriculum, you only get 40% of it in. You
can't really teach these [standards with depth] – you're not going to be able to get
to everything you need to cover for the EOC.
Likewise, Lydia Cartwright provided an interesting analogy that related her feelings
about what classrooms teachers have to achieve within such a limited period.
You look at our standards; it's like trying to summarize an entire movie in one
sentence. You're just getting the highlights, and that's all you have time for. So,
it'd be nice to be able to supplement with other activities and other stories, but
you've got to keep it moving.
Trevor Walsh plainly stated that aligning classroom instruction to the state standards and
the time needed to cover them is the chief cause of the time constraints on classroom
teachers.
“The biggest issue is the combination of devotion to the standards and the time
constraints that causes. Developing [more Black narratives] on top of what we
have to do and the planning time that teachers have plus other duties and meetings
– we just don’t have the time.
Participants reflected on a challenging professional dilemma: either prepare the students
for a well-rounded life prepare them for a test leading to graduation, or not. Lydia
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Cartwright, Morrison South School District, gave an intriguing description of her
feelings, which demonstrates a recognition of the personal conflict between her
professional responsibility to students and the consequences for her and the students of
their performance on a high-stakes test. However, her use of the word maybe in her
response indicates that even with more time, she might not choose to implement more
culturally relevant instruction.
"So, while it [the enrichment of the curriculum with Black narratives] might be
good for me as a human, I don't think it would really change anything the way I
teach because it's so, you've got to do what you've got to do, on schedule every
day. So, had there been no time limit, maybe [I would have added more about
Black perspectives], but in terms of where we are now, I don't think it would
really affect too much."
A response by Greg Nicholson further informed this aspect of horizontal discourse:
"Of course, I believe I have a moral and educational responsibility to [create
culturally relevant teaching]. But it [time and coverage of content for the test]
definitely gets in my way. It definitely makes it harder for me to do that
[enrichment of the curriculum with Black narratives], and so I don't think I do as
good a job as I could because it just requires so much more time and effort for me
to be able to really succeed in that.
While teacher autonomy over instructional time could be an individual decision, Wendell
Hendricks saw the time issue as a systemic problem and not one to blame on individual
teachers.
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I know I've said this, but I don't really blame teachers. The whole mentality is
about this EOC test. Teachers are going to try to figure it out; it's natural. If the
EOC doesn't ask about Black history or the Holocaust, then ‘I ain't [sic] teaching
it. I've got this amount of time to get in as much that I think is going to be on the
EOC as possible.’ And so, I don't blame teachers for that. Blame the test.
Participants frequently referred to time as an obstacle to developing more culturally
diverse content and learning opportunities. Classroom teachers reported the pressures of
accountability and the demands placed on them by the volume of content needed to
prepare for the USHC-EOC. Focusing on the USHC-EOC results at every level
seemingly forced teachers treat the curriculum standards and content identified in the
support documents (SC DOE, 2020b) as exclusive content.
Greg Nicholson projected that policymakers and educators must change the
standards to develop a more culturally responsive curriculum since teachers will follow
the standards.
The standards make such a big difference. … My whole department is White, but
if we're forced by the standards to engage kids in a wider range of issues and
topics related to the experience of Black, Latino people in this country, then that
would help mitigate biases we as White educators bring into the classroom. …
We can't diversify the teaching profession overnight, but every ten years, we get
to change the standards.
Discomfort with race-based dialogue. Another frequent response from
participants found in the horizontal discourse analysis is the discomfort of discussing
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race-based issues in diverse classrooms. An interesting aspect of the analysis on
discomfort emerged as I began to categorize all statements referring to any reference to
being uncomfortable. I noticed that I was only populating the female participant
statements. To verify, I performed various word searches on all the interview transcripts
and found that references to not feeling comfortable did not appear in any male
participant language, while each of the female participants used forms of the word in
their language. An additional layer emerged when I reviewed magnitude coding from the
female participants and found that the Black female participant did use the word
“uncomfortable” but had only used it as a reference to a White student feeling
uncomfortable discussing race. Therefore, within this research study, only White female
teachers expressed discomfort with race-based instruction. My position as a White male
conducting the interviews and research could possibly influence my interpretation of their
statements. Since I am searching for instances of racial dialogue or responses to racial
experiences in this research, my motivation for the study itself could have heightened my
willingness to attribute discomfort along racial lines. Lydia's response, "I'm the white
middle class woman," and felt "uncomfortable, because if I do anything wrong," came in
response to interview question 5, which asked if the district or school encourages
activities with culturally diverse perspectives. Even as a district (meso) leader, Carmen's
said "I'm a white female" and "I was uncomfortable teaching students" about race. She
had experiences in both majority White schools and majority Black schools and reflected
how she felt uncomfortable talking about race with both groups. In reflecting on her time
in the classroom, Carmen Knight stated, “When I was in the classroom, teaching about
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the history of the United States, I think really started to open my eyes. I was
uncomfortable teaching students … especially those really hard topics related to race.”
Her response came from interview question 2 about her life experiences with racial
issues.
In her current position as a Social Studies Coordinator, Carmen Knight reflected
about the teacher with whom she works and reported that other teachers feel discomfort
teaching race-based content.
However, my experience in this position has shown me that teachers, no matter
what race they are or identify with and students, no matter which race they mainly
are in the classroom, that teachers all feel uncomfortable. Whether it is a Black
teacher teaching White students or Black teachers teaching Black students or vice
versa, or a White teacher teaching either group or a completely diverse
homogeneous group, from my experience in this position, all of the teachers feel
uncomfortable teaching about this.
Wendell Hendricks, a Black male, related in his interview to an issue that one of his
colleagues, a White female, had with race-based perceptions from students in an African
American history class:
She’d have these Black male students say, ‘You’ve got no right to teach me this
stuff!’ So, she’d have the frustration of having her Black history teaching
credibility questioned by these students. Obviously, I, as a Black man, am not
going to have that problem.
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Wendell also experienced interactions with a White female colleague dealing with being
uncomfortable teaching race issues. The White female teacher was assigned to teach
African American history but had very little knowledge of Black history and no
experience teaching it. In his quote, he refers to the teacher's lack of content with Black
history by stating that she only knew about Rosa Parks and Harriet Tubman.
And in another instance and with an added challenge, I’m helping a first-year
teacher, also a White female, who is thrown into these four classes of African
American history students … who in her college … learn[ed] nothing about
African American history. She can’t talk about Rosa Parks and Harriet Tubman
for 18 weeks.
His reflection provides an example of classroom teachers not being exposed to racial
themes in their personal and professional experiences may cause them to avoid racebased content in their classrooms.
The opposite occurs as well. Brenda Solomon, a Black female teacher, noted the
reverse perspective when taught in a school with primarily White students. She
mentioned John Brown, a violent White abolitionist, and how her delivery of this
perspective created racial discomfort among her White students:
When we discussed [race and slavery] going into the Civil War and John Brown, I
remember …you get that silence, quiet, and no one is willing to talk. [The
students] perceived me as being overcritical of them. I didn’t want them to feel
like I was attacking them, but…this is what Black people went through.
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Brenda also demonstrated a level of discomfort with the students but seemed to overcome
it. She recognized White students absorbing criticism through her discussion of John
Brown. However, she continued because she felt it was important that the students knew
what Black people went through.
This cultural gap between teachers and students disrupts the trusting relationship
needed to create highly effective learning. While diversifying the teacher workforce
would be a great solution, it is simply a relative mathematical impossibility. At the same
time, teachers' reticence in dealing with race-themed histories and critical narratives
diminishes compelling instructional experiences. The selected teachers named
instructional time, and several also mentioned discomfort engaging in race-based
dialogue with students as significant obstacles to implementing a more culturally relevant
curriculum inclusive of Black U.S. history narratives.
Conclusion on Discourse from Micro-Level Actors
Responses made by participants in the research study indicate that they know that
the state's USHC-EOC standards lack sufficient incorporation of Black narratives. In the
vertical discourse, participants identified the content narrative from the state standards
and the accompanying support document as providing a narrow depiction of Black
contributions to U.S. history in favor of a more traditional Euro- and White-centered
content. They also cited stakeholder influences, teacher autonomy, and the tendency to
teach to the test as accompanying obstacles to culturally diverse instruction. In the
horizontal discourse, participants cite constraints on instructional time compared to
content coverage expectations and the allotted time needed to prepare students for the
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USHC-EOC exam as a significant factor hindering developing a more diverse U.S.
history curriculum. Even with significant autonomy in classrooms, teachers feel a
commitment to using the instructional time to facilitate the delivery of standards,
prioritizing preparing for the USHC-EOC exam. Female participants also expressed
personal discomfort when discussing race and racism in the classroom setting,
contributing to their hesitancy and lack of self-efficacy with class discussion.
Analysis of participant discourse during interviews showed patterns of
language indicative of implicit bias determined by the a priori list of bias
categories (Appendix C). Creating a teacher workforce skilled at excavating
issues of race while simultaneously understanding their own implicit biases is a
crucial step towards developing the cultural competencies of classroom teachers
(Benson & Fiarman, 2019; Castro et al., 2015; Gay, 2015).
CONCLUSION ON FINDINGS
The purpose of Chapter Four was to report the findings from my use of critical
discourse analysis (CDA) through the lens of critical race theory to describe ways in
which the macro, meso, and micro levels of educational policy discourse of U.S. history
standards in South Carolina reveal systemic and implicit bias that may prevent or
misdirect culturally responsive pedagogy. My macro-level critical analysis of agency
documents such as the South Carolina College- and Career-Ready Standards (SC DOE,
2019b) and the Alignment Guide for U.S. history (SC DOE, 2020b) revealed a silence
about racism and gaps in the statutory guidance concerning Black history in the state.
Among the South Carolina Department of Education's creation and dissemination of the
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South Carolina United States History and Constitution College and Career Ready
Standards, I rarely found discourse fragments about using Black South Carolinian's
historical experiences. The gaps and silences in statutes and standards serve as the
content basis of the state's high-stakes USHC-EOC exam intended to scaffold South
Carolina's history teachers' instructional practices.
I identified five South Carolina school districts at the 99th, 75th, 50th, 25th, and 1st
percentile of Black student success rates on the USHC-EOC to seek meso-level
discourse. I accessed district-level curriculum guidance online for the five districts, which
led to either replication of the macro-level discourse or directly back to state-level
documents. Data revealed that school districts replicate the discourse of the state
standards without modification, and additional analysis of a popularly used state-adopted
U.S. history textbook demonstrated that the textbook mirrored the gaps and silences on
Black narratives found in the state standards. An interview with one district-level Social
Studies coordinator reflected similar findings that would emerge in micro-level analysis,
such as (a) involvement of stakeholder influences over the curriculum, (b) instructional
time and pacing needed by teachers to cover the content, and (c) discomfort with racebased dialogue and instruction.
Finally, micro-level analysis of the beliefs and language of five selected U.S.
history classroom teachers in the selected districts provided a lens for analyzing vertical
and horizontal discourse levels. Interviews with these selected classroom teachers and
showed potential obstacles to the development of culturally responsive pedagogy: a)
content narrative, (b) stakeholder influence, (c) teacher autonomy, and (d) teaching to the
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test. Horizontal discourse analysis of the same teacher interviews revealed that among
their ranks, teachers identified two elements that serve to misdirect the development of
culturally responsive pedagogy: (a) instructional time and (b) discomfort with race-based
dialogue. Chapter Five discusses the findings of this research study with an overview of
its contributions to knowledge and implications for practice.
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CHAPTER FIVE
DISCUSSION
Applying the lens and the theoretical framework of Critical Race Theory (CRT)
(Ladson-Billings & Tate, 1995) and the techniques of Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA)
(Fairclough, 2012; Jäger, 2001; Wodak & Meyer, 2009), I explored the extent to which
implicit bias may exist in the discourse of U.S. history curricular standards and content
among the state (macro), school district (meso), and classroom (micro) discourse levels.
Motivation for this research emerged from the problem of a significant achievement
disparity between White students and Black students on South Carolina’s U.S. History
and Constitution End of Course Exam (SC DOE, 2019a). The literature about curriculum
policy (Lester et al., 2017; Liasidou, 2008; Woodside-Jiron, 2004) and instructional
practices (Brown & De Lissovoy, 2011; Darling-Hammond, 2007; Glaser et al., 2014;
Liasidou, 2008) implicate the power of state-level educational policy statutes and the
agencies tasked with implementation. Among analytic policy methods, the frame of CRT
connects to CDA as means of investigating implicit bias and systematic bias in
educational policy (Anderson & Holloway, 2020; Brewer et al., 2015; Fairclough, 1995;
Glaser et al., 2014; Ladson-Billings & Tate, 1995; Lester et al., 2017; Woodside-Jiron,
2004). At the macro, meso, and micro levels of South Carolina's U.S. history curriculum
discourse, analysis of the vertical discourse from the state to classrooms and the
horizontal discourse within those specific levels revealed vestiges of implicit bias that
may hinder the development of a more culturally responsive curriculum. The following
research questions drove this investigation:
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1. Does the written discourse within legislation and curriculum policy created and
disseminated by macro-level agencies such as the South Carolina General
Assembly and South Carolina Department of Education to high school U.S.
history classrooms contain implicit bias preventing or possibly misdirecting a
culturally responsive curriculum?
2. Does the discourse of U.S. history standards and curriculum policy from mesolevel agents such as school boards and school districts to high school classroom
teachers contain implicit bias preventing or misdirecting a culturally responsive
curriculum?
3. What do classroom teachers' verbal expressions and reflections about their
classroom practices and interpretations of U.S. history standards and curriculum
indicate about their awareness of implicit bias and their approaches to creating a
culturally responsive curriculum?
Summary of Findings by Research Question
Since Black student achievement on South Carolina’s USHC-EOC exam
significantly lags (30.3% disparity) their White counterparts over the last five years, I
created this research study to determine the existence of implicit bias at various discourse
levels in the state about its U.S. History and Constitution secondary curriculum (SC
DOE, 2019a). Whether explicit or implicit, racial bias may serve to stifle the
development of a culturally responsive curriculum in South Carolina. In addition, racially
predictive achievement scores on standardized tests may indicate intentional or
unintentional systemic racism affecting the performance of Black students (Glaser et al.,
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2014; Knoester & Au, 2017; Pellegrino et al., 2013). This study sought to answer three
research questions about the communication of South Carolina's U.S. History and
Constitution standards through three discourse levels; (a) macro-level agencies such as
the South Carolina General Assembly, State Department of Education, and the Education
Oversight Committee (b) meso-level agents such as school districts and district
personnel, and (c) micro-level actors such as individual classroom teachers.
Research Question 1
The first research question focused on whether the written discourse from macrolevel state policymakers and agencies contained implicit bias that could prevent or
misdirect culturally responsive curriculum and instruction. Based on results gleaned from
my discourse analysis of state policy level documents such as legislation (S.C. Code of
Laws § 59), a state-approved and commonly used U.S. history textbook (LapsanskyWerner, 2014), and analysis of the South Carolina curriculum standards (SC DOE,
2019b) and supporting documents (SC DOE, 2020b), my analysis of vertical discourse
patterns of U.S. history curriculum in South Carolina revealed that legislation and its
implementation guidance presented a version of U.S. history to teachers and students
with significant gaps in Black history. My analysis of the state USHC standards and
supporting documents, which serve as the foundation of the annual high-stakes USHCEOC exam, revealed more than gaps in content. These documents showed a lack of Black
narratives with a monolithic portrayal of Black U.S. history from a narrow position of
enslavement and weakness. These findings are consistent with other researchers in the
field conducting similar studies in South Carolina (Eargle, 2016) and in other states
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(Chandler, 2015; Heilig et al., 2012; Hornbeck, 2018; Martell & Stevens, 2017a; Shear et
al., 2015).
The Education Oversight Committee’s 2016 Cyclical Review of the standards by
state and national advisors provided recommendations for the 2019 iteration (SC DOE,
2016). However, the language within both recent legislation and the standards continue to
harbor vestiges of racism. While the SC DOE lists supplementary web resources on
Black history and narratives, these minority narratives fall outside the core social studies
curriculum standards. Placement of Black history resources on the periphery of curricular
recommendations continues a mindset of marginalization at an institutional level. As a
result, the 2019 version of the USHC curriculum standards do not represent a significant
improvement in developing a more diverse and culturally responsive curriculum in South
Carolina. In addition, the state's 2016 Founding Principles Act (S.C. Code §59-29-155)
and the inclusion of references to the benefits of a controversial ideology such as
American exceptionalism (Gilmore et al., 2020; Waymer & Heath, 2016) may reveal a
continuance of systemic racism in educational policy in South Carolina.
Research Question 2
I posed the second research question about implicit bias in documents and policies
disseminated by meso level actors such as districts and their school boards. Vertical
analysis of meso-level discourse revealed that school districts primarily proliferate state
standards and content expectations from macro-level policymakers. This pattern may
reinforce macro-level discursive elements that maintain a curriculum lacking in Black
narratives in the USHC curriculum. This research study explored five South Carolina
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school districts identified by percentile ranks by Black student performance on the
USHC-EOC exam. My analysis found that school districts primarily link to internet sites
of standards and support documents created by state agencies in South Carolina.
Therefore, district-level resources mirrored the state USHC curriculum standards and did
not independently produce direct supplements or support resources.
Additionally, I analyzed one school district’s adopted U.S. history textbook from
the state’s list of approved texts as a potential source of meso level influence on
culturally responsive curriculum. The state approves textbooks and limits school districts
and school boards in funding their selection of texts and other instructional materials
(S.C. Code of Laws § 59-31-30). Educational researchers have found that U.S. history
textbooks are frequently flawed and biased (Brown & Brown, 2010b; Hornbeck, 2018;
Stoskopf & Bermudez, 2017). Analysis of an identified state-approved and commonly
district-adopted U.S. history textbook indicated similar content gaps in the USHC
standards. The deficiencies included a lack of Black narratives and misrepresented or
marginalized interpretations of Black people in U.S. history (Appendix F shows analysis
of topics).
Additionally, my findings reflect comparable results from Eargle's study (2016) of
the 2011 version of the South Carolina USHC standards. Like Eargle’s study, mine
showed that the standards marginalized the contributions of Black historical figures and
skirted the connections of race and slavery as significant causes of the Civil War. Since
textbooks often mirror state content standards, this pattern was not surprising. These
findings reflected decades of similar research indicating a White-centered interpretation
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of U.S. history (An, 2016; Brown & Brown, 2015; Castro et al., 2015), and limited, if not
invisible, Black narratives (Chandler, 2009; Demoiny, 2018; Martell, 2013).
At the time of this study, none of the identified districts had produced any mesolevel supporting documents or materials due to timing. The SCDOE suspended USHCEOC testing due to the COVID-19 pandemic and extended the transition to the new 2019
USHC standards for a year. This delay forced districts to wait to produce any additional
curricular documents. As a result, districts provided the same support documents as the
macro-level state documents. Under the circumstances, including the timing of this study,
the meso-level agents and agencies did not add or modify the state's discourse to
classroom teachers.
Research Question 3
I asked a third research question about classroom teachers’ verbal expressions and
reflections at the micro-level of discourse about their practices with U.S. history
standards. I recruited participants from the five districts I identified using Black
achievement on the USHC-EOC percentile ranks. I used the different districts as a
selection point to provide different perspectives and uncover varying teacher
interpretation patterns related to how their schools and districts performed on the USHCEOC. Two participants took part in the macro-level state creation of the standards and
development of USHC-EOC exam questions. Their insights into the development process
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helped provide additional information about the macro-level process of creating standards
from the viewpoint of a classroom practitioner.
Participant interviews revealed themes about their reflections and interpretations
of the U.S. history curricular discourse from the state. Vertical discourse analysis
revealed four themes from the classroom teacher participants, which include (a) the
limited content narrative, (b) stakeholder influence, (c) teacher autonomy, and (d)
teaching to the test. Horizontal discourse analysis revealed two consistent themes, (a)
instructional time and (b) discomfort with race-based dialogue.
Discussion of Macro-Level Findings
Discourse at the state macro-level continues to indicate that the U.S. history
curriculum maintains a sense of White curricular control. Control of standards and
standardized testing practices and marginalization of Black voices in the curriculum were
themes found in this study that mirror what other educational researchers have found
when studying the intersection of race and education. The involvement of state power
brokers in curricular decisions creates the following two conundra: (a) the extent that
those in power dictate what students learn based on political ideologies and (b) how
standardization exerts a level of control over teacher autonomy in the classroom. Placier
et al. (2002) explained that two critical questions always emerge when the state begins to
make curricular decisions: (a) what curriculum content to include or not, and (b) what
political system or interest group makes that decision (p. 282). South Carolina’s political,
social, and economic history is rife with efforts to maintain White curricular control
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(Wieder, 1995) and may continue to influence the curriculum through state standards,
textbooks, and the high-stakes USHC-EOC exam.
Standards
The standards include references to potentially racially coded terms such as
American exceptionalism and terms challenging to define, such as American identity and
American values. Within the American Culture and Identity theme of the USHC
standards, the SC DOE gave an example of what they would deem as an acceptable
ideology by referencing American exceptionalism. The concept of American
exceptionalism can create controversy, particularly among marginalized groups (Waymer
& Heath, 2016). American exceptionalism primarily declares that the United States
uniquely differs from other nations in its noble mission of democracy, self-determination,
and egalitarianism. Furthermore, proponents of exceptionalism believe in the relative
innocence of U.S. political, social, and economic motivations in its domestic and global
interventions (Waymer & Heath, 2016). Typically, people holding a conservative and
right-of-center ideology propagate and defend American exceptionalism (Waymer &
Heath, 2016). Moreover, the recent political climate has become more saturated with a
push towards a reemergence of American exceptionalism (Gilmore et al., 2020). As an
example of the duality of the notion, former President Donald Trump’s 2016 election
campaign championed a return to American exceptionalism while at the same time the
administration created policies retracting civil rights and individual liberties (Gilmore et
al., 2020). Public policy makers’ discourse simultaneously promotes American
exceptionalism ideals such as democracy, republicanism, egalitarianism, and liberty while
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casting a veil over how such ideals can lead to the marginalization of minority groups
(Waymer & Heath, 2016).
Is there a single American identity? Are the various historical, political, and
regional cultures within the U.S. (Elazar, 1994) captured in a singular American identity?
If we use historical constructs, does that identity emphasize the Eurocentric model of the
colonial era, or is it inclusive of Native, African, Hispanic, Asian-Pacific Islander, and
other immigrant narratives? Through a critical race lens (Ladson-Billings & Tate, 1995),
I raise a fundamental instructional question about defining a single American identity
across the diversity of national origins, ethnicities, and regional differences in South
Carolina, much less all 50 states.
Educational, psychological, and sociologic research (e.g., Doucerain et al., 2018;
Schildkraut, 2007) on the exact nature of American identity questioned attempts to
produce a single, definitive explanation of the term since disagreements abound. The
plurality represented by a nation of states and territories with each region encompassing
multiple historical, political, and cultural differences presents multiple challenges to a
singular American identity even though "sociologists and political scientists conceive of
'the nation' as both a political and cultural unit" (Lash, 2017, p. 873). Educational
researchers (Devos & Mohamed, 2014; Lash, 2017; Schildkraut, 2007) confront and
problematize an ethnocultural definition of American identity as being English-speaking,
U.S.-born, Northern European, and White. This definition is a prominent interpretation,
even among school-age children (Lash, 2017), and even as the student population is less
and less like this definition is racially, ethnically, and even by birth location. Within an
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ethnocultural understanding of American identity, membership within the accepted group
becomes rigidly controlled by dominating power structures (Devos & Mohamed, 2014).
Inevitably in the U.S., membership traditionally excludes those of African, Latino, Asian,
and Native American backgrounds (Schildkraut, 2007).
Counter to this narrow ethnocultural definition is a construct based on liberalism.
A liberalist approach uses a more inclusive definition of membership based on political
values such as promoting "political and economic rights and freedoms of others"
(Schildkraut, 2007, p. 599). A liberal lens focuses more on membership based on civic
responsibility and work ethic (Schildkraut, 2007), and freedom and equality (Devos &
Mohamed, 2014). It adopts those with religious (Doucerain et al., 2018) and "racial,
cultural, and linguistic difference[s]" (Lash, 2017). In this sense, American identity is a
construct based on a group's willingness to participate in the democratic process, work
hard to achieve the American dream, and adopt American values, which people of
multiple racial, ethnic, religious, and linguistic backgrounds can achieve (Lash, 2017;
Schildkraut, 2007). This interpretation would support Devos and Mohamed's (2014)
position that the United States was indeed "founded on shared values, as opposed to a
shared ethnic identity" (p. 739). The challenge of firmly establishing the American
identity may even expand beyond most high school juniors (Brimi, 2009). Even highly
educated adults might have trouble understanding the meaning of and providing a clear,
specific definition of the term American values. Exploring the meanings of American
values is as diverse as the people involved in the American experience over centuries.
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The standards also marginalize or silence Black narratives and experiences within
the curriculum. Within the U.S. History Standards Alignment Guide (SC DOE, 2020b), a
large percentage of the USHC standards’ content themes (67.9%) and skills themes
(72%) did not focus on or contain any Black narratives. Hornbeck (2018) found that U.S.
history standards exhibited disparities between White and Black narratives across the
country. Macro-level analysis of South Carolina legislation and policy indicates similar
South Carolina patterns. Results of this research study mirror the findings of Brown and
Brown (2010), Chandler (2015), and Martell and Stevens (2017), whose works reported
that U.S. history standards portray Black Americans primarily through the tragic
narrative of slavery and disenfranchisement. This marginalization may reduce student
exposure to important content related to U.S. history. The standards also contain silences
on key Black history narratives.
The exclusion of slavery as a cause of the Civil War silences or, at least, deflects
content on the single-most divisive racial issue within U.S. history. The absence of
slavery as a leading cause of the Civil War legitimizes concerns raised in the Southern
Poverty Law Center's 2018 Teaching Hard History report. The report found that only 8%
of high school seniors identified slavery as a central cause of the Civil War and that 68%
of those students did not know that ending slavery required a constitutional amendment
(SPLC, 2018). The report considered state U.S. history standards across the country as
timid towards teaching about slavery (SPLC, 2018). Forty percent of U.S. history
classroom teachers around the country believe states do not support teaching slavery at
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any understandable depth (SPLC, 2018). The content inquiry themes presented in the SC
DOE’s Alignment Guide reflect this curricular gap proposed by the report.
Standard 2, Expansion and Union, proposed a query for students to answer about
the causes of the Civil War (SC DOE, 2020b). The query gives teachers and students
three choices to debate about the most important cause of the Civil War. However,
noticeably absent from this list of options is an apparent reference to the slavery issue as
a primary driving force behind the War. Slavery receives no direct inclusion among
possible options as a cause of the conflict. This finding in the South Carolina standards
also reflects the research compiled by the SPLC (2018) Teaching Hard History report. In
the study based on surveys of students and teachers, only 8% of students identified
slavery as a central cause of the Civil War, and only 64% of teachers did (SPLC, 2018).
Only 36% of all states’ standards listed slavery as a central cause of the Civil War
(SPLC, 2018), which may very well indicate persisting vestiges of White curricular
control at the macro level. As written, Standard 2, Expansion and Union, approaches the
causes of the Civil War as a clash of economic systems (SC DOE, 2020b). In Eargle’s
research (2016) on the 2011 version of the South Carolina standards, he found similar
issues in which slavery was simply a political issue over which states’ rights activists
sought to maintain sectionalist balances in Congress.
The state’s control of standards and textbooks appears to continue to support a
dominant White narrative in South Carolina's U.S. history curriculum standards.
Although the explicit racially coded language may appear only rarely in macro-level
discourse, this study found examples of implicit bias, marginalization, and silence of
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Black narratives throughout USHC standards, textbooks, and support documents
provided to classroom teachers.
Textbooks
Textbook use and acquisition can be a controversial process. Textbook publishing
companies are for-profit entities and, thus, typically shape and mold the content in
textbooks to fit the values and beliefs of their customers, namely state boards of
education, their primary funding sources (Sewall, 2005). A January 12, 2020, article in
the New York Times compared an identical textbook from the same publishing company
that showed drastic textual differences and analysis of historical events such as the
Harlem Renaissance for California textbooks compared to Texas textbooks (Goldstein,
2020). Textbooks, then, can intrinsically reflect a state’s social, political, and economic
climate and can exert tremendous influence on included or excluded content (Brown &
Brown, 2010a; Stoskopf & Bermudez, 2017). Additionally, textbook companies do not
typically strive for historical accuracy but rather shape textbook narratives around what
policymakers and state power brokers want published since those power groups control
the taxpayer funds used to make textbook purchases (Leistyna, 2007).
This research study found that a common U.S. history textbook in South Carolina,
United States History (Lapsansky-Werner, 2014), contained at least two similar curricular
gaps:(a) marginalization of the Black experience in the U.S., and (b) textual silences that
ignored Black contributions to U.S. history. My analysis showed how Black history
content coverage is weak for the colonial and revolutionary eras. Between the settlement
of the American colonies and the post-Revolution creation of the new nation, no essential
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Black history received more than a Brief Mention score in my categorization scheme. As
a crucial period in the country's political, social, and economic development, including
the Revolutionary War and debates over freedom, natural rights, and the equality of all
men, the omission of Black narratives for instruction about this era should concern any
classroom teacher. Resistance to slavery, involvement of Black men and women in the
Revolution, and the hypocrisy of developing a natural rights agenda while simultaneously
entrenching slavery within the Constitution offer significant opportunities for teachers to
incorporate a more culturally responsive narrative into U.S. history classrooms
(Demoiny, 2018; Gay, 2018; Martell, 2013; Martell & Stevens, 2018).
High-stakes testing related to accountability has cemented standards-based
instruction as the primary pedagogical approach made by most classroom teachers (Gay,
2018). Many teachers within South Carolina focus on the support documents
disseminated by the state primarily because it helps prepare students to take the USHCEOC (Eargle, 2016). Teachers may implicitly maintain marginalization of Black history
as not as important as the predominant White narrative when making pedagogical
decisions strictly aligned with standards or the textbook (Brown & Brown, 2015; Martell,
2013). Since standards connected to a high-stakes test are used for teacher accountability
purposes, marginalizing Black narratives may quickly become systemic (Demoiny, 2018;
Knoester & Au, 2017). Teachers, therefore, may unintentionally proliferate implicit bias
emerging from standards and textbooks.
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Discussion of Meso-Level Findings
In this study, my analysis and findings on meso-level influences focused on
adopting and using textbooks since school district documents and resources were not
available due to the timing issues related to COVID-19 and the delayed implementation
of the new 2019 standards. An in-depth analysis of one state-adopted U.S. history
textbook, United States History (Lapsansky-Werner, 2014), revealed the same
marginalization and silence towards Black narratives found in the standards.
Textbook analysis revealed significant gaps in Black narratives. Of the 88
essential themes and content identified by The African American Odyssey (Hine et al.,
2010) and Shuster’s (2017) Teaching Hard History guide, 62.5% of the selected
textbook’s content provided little to no coverage of Black experiences within U.S.
history. These findings align with Brown and Brown’s (2010a, 2010b) research on Texas
textbooks in which they found implicit bias involving both marginalization and silences
of Black narratives pervasive. Inaccuracies in content related to slavery as a cause of the
Civil War in this study is similar to Stoskopf and Bermudez’s (2017) work establishing
incomplete portrayals of abolitionism that slant the instructional narrative exclusively
toward White privilege as well as White heroism. In this study, I also found incomplete
coverage of the Civil Rights movement in which 72% of essential Black U.S. history was
silent. Journell's (2015) study similarly found that slavery, abolition, and the Civil Rights
movement were void of significant Black narratives and that Black historical figures
receive discussion only from at worst, as victims, and at best, in submissive roles.
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Curricular silences in textbooks and standards can reinforce racial stereotypes
(Howard, 2004) and seek to avoid discussion of racially-themed content (DiAngelo,
2011; Rector-Aranda, 2016). Finding and analyzing silences serve to crucially inform any
study on standards, textbooks, and educational policy involving history (Brown &
Brown, 2010b). Silences represents a crucial part of discourse analysis because silence
communicates. Textual silences communicate complacency and complicity with racism
because within curricular policy, "silences, enabled by standardization, leave open to fiat
whose history gets included and how" (Heilig et al., 2012, p. 421). A textual silence can
also be manipulative and even pernicious when used as a tool by power structures
(Brown & Brown, 2010b; Huckin, 2002; Martell & Stevens, 2017b; Smith & Crowley,
2018).
Textual silences within state-approved books may create obstacles for teachers
attempting to engage in culturally relevant practices, particularly among teachers who
depend on those books as the primary source of curricular content (Brown & Brown,
2010b). Induction or inexperienced teachers may tend to rely on textbooks more than
seasoned teachers. Because deficient textbooks based on flawed state standards give
insufficient Black narratives, classroom teachers cannot rely on these primary discourse
sources to create a culturally responsive classroom (Lucy et al., 2020).
Discussion of Micro-Level Findings
Classroom teachers serve a pivotal role in the dissemination of the U.S. history
curriculum to students. Participant interviews revealed six overall themes, four in the
vertical discourse and two in the horizontal discourse. The four themes within the vertical
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discourse included: (a) the content narrative, (b) stakeholder influence, (c) teacher
autonomy, and (d) teaching to the test. In the horizontal discourse, two themes emerged
that might prevent developing a more culturally responsive curriculum: (a) concerns over
instructional time and (b) discomfort with race-based classroom instruction.
Content narrative
From the classroom teachers’ responses in the semi-structured interviews, I
learned that they relied heavily on the state standards to make pedagogical decisions.
Participants viewed the standards as the scaffold from which most of their content
delivery and teaching strategies emerged. However, this pedagogical decision is not a
validation of the curriculum standards. Instead, it is the urgency to instruct from the
perspective of the standards because students must take the high-stakes USHC-EOC
exam at the term's end.
As indicated in other research studies (Fitz & Nikolaidis, 2020; Fogo et al., 2019;
Taylor, 2013), the participants in this study varied in their implementation of the
standards. Two adhered strictly to a linear prescribed pace (Lydia Cartwright, Trevor
Walsh), two used standards throughout but incorporated some topic depth (Greg
Nicholson, Brenda Solomon), and one scaffolded learning with standards but delved
much deeper into discussion (Wendell Hendricks). Lydia Cartwright and Trevor Walsh
explained their adherence to the state-level documents as due to time constraints. They
also mentioned time constraints as limiting their ability to add Black narratives to the
curriculum. Each indicated much more reliance on pacing through standards to keep them
on track. Greg Nicholson and Brenda Solomon, who expressed willingness to incorporate
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more culturally diverse curriculum strategies, explained that they had to sacrifice other
content to teach topics with more depth and perspectives. They explained they did so for
civic responsibility and cultural competence, which they identified as important. Wendell
Hendricks approached the standards as a curricular guide that allowed him to take
instruction in directions toward student interest and the development of more Black
narratives within his content. While he recognized the accountability that comes with the
USHC-EOC, he expressed that he was more willing to detour from the standards to
instruct students in racial dialogue, assuming such would be of life-long benefit to the
students.
Participants reported a recognition that the content narrative of the curriculum
standards heavily skewed toward a White version of U.S. history. According to their
responses, this White version of U.S. history tends to minimize the achievements and
accomplishments of Black historical figures, treats Black history primarily from an
enslaved and dominated narrative, and silences racial dialogues within the classroom.
Greg Nicholson believed that while a limited amount of Black history appears in the
standards, the coverage is superficial, and "it presents Black history as monolithic."
Trevor Walsh reported that reviewing the standards and textbooks, "it doesn't take
long…looking at the standards or a textbook to see that U.S. history content is based on
White men.” These results are consistent with other educational research studies on
curriculum standards (Chandler, 2015; Hornbeck, 2018; Strunc & King, 2017) and
textbooks (Brown & Brown, 2010a; Stoskopf & Bermudez, 2017; Woodson, 2015).
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Stakeholder Influence
Classroom teachers provided responses that indicated the influence of
stakeholders on the U.S. history curriculum. Wendell Hendricks and Lydia Cartwright
provided insight into their experiences working with macro-level stakeholders. Wendell
participated in creating the new USHC standards and primarily discusses his interactions
with other teachers in the writing committee. During this experience, he witnessed
implicit bias when other committee members continuously attempted to eliminate
elements of Black history and narrative from the official standards. Another committee
member asked him if he was defending the content simply because he was Black.
Wendell also relayed an experience in which a local school board member directed him
not to include Islam in the curriculum. Lydia was part of a group of teachers reviewing
proposed USHC-EOC questions. During her experience, she recalled that representatives
from test-writing companies demonstrated little interest in addressing teacher concerns
over potentially biased or inaccurate questions or did not take student ability levels into
account.
Wendell, Trevor, and Carmen each referenced increased parental complaints
about the U.S. History curriculum. Most emerging parental concerns came from their
worries about their children learning about race. In three of these cases among
participants, the complaints came from White parents concerned about their child's
exposure to more culturally responsive content. Wendell received complaints about
lessons on White Flight and the Holocaust, while Trevor had parental concerns over the
discussion of the 1619 project, which sought to reframe how to teach slavery (Hannah-

182

Jones, 2019). Carmen discussed how she has seen more parents than usual with a split
among parents that think the U.S. history curriculum is too liberal and those that think it
is too conservative. The participant responses indicate that stakeholders from the macro,
meso, and micro levels exert influence on the curriculum and may influence the
pedagogical decisions of classroom teachers.
Teacher autonomy
Participants provided conflicting ideas concerning teacher autonomy. Carmen
Knight, the social studies coordinator, expressed a desire from an administrative
perspective to remove teacher autonomy because she found that teacher independence
created less diversity and fewer opportunities to develop a culturally responsive
curriculum. From her responses, Lydia Cartwright preferred the rigidness of a standardsdriven structure to her classroom, while Wendell Hendricks chose a more discussion
topic-oriented approach. Theoretical educational researchers (Brown & De Lissovoy,
2011; Gay, 2018; Journell, 2008; Sleeter, 2017) believe that teachers' autonomy
encourages more opportunities to create a culturally responsive curriculum reflected in
participant responses in this study. However, in this study, district-level student
achievement on the USHC-EOC was higher for Black students for the two teachers who
mentioned that they strictly followed the standards. Lydia Cartwright and Trevor Walsh
stuck more strictly to standards-based instruction, and their districts have Black student
success rates in the 99th and 75th percentile, respectively. Arguably, a single teacher from
each district cannot reflect the perspectives of all teachers in the district. On the other
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hand, these teachers may be influenced by district-level mandates or curriculum pacing
requirements.
Teacher autonomy allows teachers to implement more culturally responsive
pedagogy if they so choose. Still, resistance occurs due to time constraints and discomfort
with teaching Black histories and experiences for which they do not have expertise.
Teachers with limited cultural proficiency can also lack self-efficacy teaching Black
students (Allen & White-Smith, 2014; Demoiny, 2018; Siwatu, 2009; Sleeter, 2017).
Other researchers also found that White teachers feel less efficacious teaching potentially
controversial topics such as race and racism (Byford et al., 2009; Irby, 2018). Still, more
researchers report that White teachers fear the racist label when their content
requirements specifically address race and racism (Benson & Fiarman, 2019; Milner,
2016; Rector-Aranda, 2016). According to other studies, White teachers hesitate to
address their implicit biases (Halberstadt et al., 2018; Neitzel, 2018). Beyond these other
studies’ findings which implicate instructional practices and hamper the development of
culturally responsive teaching, this study showed that the state's curriculum policies and
discourse on curriculum might implicate instructional practices due to implicit bias and
potent silences in curriculum guidance.
Teaching to the test
In their interviews, all participants cited preparing students for South Carolina's
high-stakes USHC-EOC standardized exam as a major influence over pedagogical
decisions. Educational research also finds that classroom teachers feel demands to
prepare students for testing systems (Au, 2011; Hartney & Flavin, 2014; Knoester & Au,
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2017; Taylor et al., 2018) even if sacrificing the development of more culturally relevant
curricula (Gay, 2018). Teacher interviews revealed a heightened emphasis on preparing
students for the USHC-EOC as having considerable influence on their curricular
decisions. Every classroom teacher participant identified time constraints related to the
amount of content needed to prepare students for the exam. This trend to teach to the test
has become increasingly prevalent in U.S. history classrooms (Gay, 2018; Knoester &
Au, 2017; Martell, 2013; Martell & Stevens, 2017b). The South Carolina Education
Oversight Committee’s Cyclical Review (2016) of the state’s social studies standards
indicated that the content from the 2011 version was too expansive and recommended
splitting U.S. history content over two separate classes. Despite that recommendation, the
amount of course content remained the same, and expectations are for teachers to teach
and students to learn all of the content to pass the USHC-EOC exam before graduating.
Teaching to the test approaches may be contrary to the civic competency purposes of
social studies education (Aronson & Laughter, 2016; Fitz & Nikolaidis, 2020).
Nevertheless, the state standardized test's influence on the classroom teachers in this
study was apparent.
Instructional Time
Horizontal discourse along the micro-level plane of classroom teacher interaction
with the curriculum indicated two emerging themes that may prevent developing a more
culturally responsive curriculum: (a) concerns over instructional time and (b) discomfort
with race-based classroom instruction. All participants indicated that the instructional
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pace needed to teach all the content in the standards was a significant obstacle to
developing a more culturally responsive curriculum.
Classroom teachers in this study consistently referred to their concerns over the
amount of instructional time needed to cover adequately the content provided in the
standards and the USHC Alignment Guide (SC DOE, 2020b). Gay (2018) found that
classroom teachers are so focused on teaching the prescribed content for standardized
testing that they “have little time or motivation to do much else” (p. 156). Participants
expressed similar feelings in their responses. Brenda expressed that she may think of a
good activity or a strategy to extend learning but states that "my brain immediately reacts
with I don't have time for that." Lydia cannot see herself incorporating more culturally
relevant content because "there's such a time constraint…there's just not enough time."
Greg echoed a sentiment when he stated, "I don't have time in my planning periods to do
the research" and "I just don't have the time." Therefore, as Wendell said, "You're going
to have to make a tough decision," whether to develop more Black narratives into the
curriculum or prepare students for the exam. Herman and Baker (2009) attribute this to
the fact that most teachers genuinely do care about their students and will "modify the
content of their classes to be sure it is relevant" so that students will pass the test that may
lead to graduation (p. 178). In this study, the participants overwhelmingly indicate that
instructional time is a significant hindrance to incorporating more culturally responsive
curricula.
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Discomfort with Race-Based Instruction
Participants in the study provided mixed responses on managing race-based
instruction. Greg and Wendell indicated no discomfort in addressing racial issues in their
classrooms. Brenda referenced feeling student discomfort during racial discussion but
moved forward with her instruction on abolitionism because she felt her students needed
to know what Black people went through. Lydia and Carmen both indicated that they
were uncomfortable discussing racial issues in class. Lydia stated that she avoided racebased discussion due to fear of offending or “saying something wrong.” Carmen
expressed discomfort dealing with racial issues when teaching in majority White and
majority Black classrooms and schools, and now, as a district-level leader speculated that
social studies teachers face similar discomfort.
These uncomfortable feelings are not unique, as educational research indicates
that Whites often seek to avoid racial dialogue because it makes them uncomfortable
(Castagno, 2008; DiAngelo, 2011; Irby, 2018; Rector-Aranda, 2016). Lydia and
Carmen's responses may lend credence to Di Angelo’s (2011) concept of White fragility
in "which even a minimum amount of racial stress becomes intolerable, triggering a
range of defensive moves” (p.54). This discomfort could also partially explain why Black
students may struggle with the U.S. history curriculum since White teachers often feel a
lack of self-efficacy instructing Black students (Allen & White-Smith, 2014; Demoiny,
2018; Milner, 2016; Siwatu, 2007; Sleeter, 2017). Inadvertently, White teacher
discomfort over race-based instruction may result in what Castagno (2008) described as
“socializing students to be silent about [issues of race]” (p. 314). To ensure that social
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studies courses genuinely allow students to deal with racial issues (Demoiny, 2018;
Ladson-Billings, 2003; Martell, 2013; Martell & Stevens, 2017a), U.S. history classroom
teachers may need professional development to enhance their ability and efficacy to
manage classroom instruction centered on racial themes.
Martell and Stevens's study (2018) demonstrated that teachers "wanted more
professional development on teaching race and gender" (p. 1), and this may be a potential
strategy for consideration that could help develop more culturally responsive educational
practices in the state’s classrooms. The dynamic between teachers and students must
include a trust for any real learning to occur and both teachers and students struggle with
the racial discourse dynamic in the classroom (Grinage, 2019; Parkhouse & Massaro,
2019). While the sample in this study is extremely small, the replication of prior studies
about teacher discomfort with racial topics (Benson & Fiarman, 2019; Siwatu, 2009) calls
for further investigation of how culturally relevant teaching among White females may be
hindered by or developed in the face of White fragility (DiAngelo, 2011).
Limitations of the Study
This research study has several method-specific limitations. While discourse
analysis focuses on language rather than populations or sample sizes, the selection of
informed participants served the CDA purpose of validating perceptions and influences
of curriculum policy language. However, the views of five classroom teachers and one
Social Studies Coordinator offered insights into my research questions, their responses
cannot generalize to all U.S. history classroom teachers in South Carolina. Second,
participants were aware that I was exploring the relationship implicit bias could have on
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the discourse of the U.S. history curriculum. This awareness could impact the research in
two ways. First, discussions of race frequently make people uncomfortable and may
impact the level to which they respond with complete honesty (Castro et al., 2015;
Chandler, 2009; Glock & Klapproth, 2017; Ledesma & Calderon, 2015). In addition,
classroom teachers may feel a sense of responsibility and civic duty to address implicit
bias, which they know they may not always do, and such reflections could also preclude
them from openly admitting implicit biases or discussing their ineffective instructional or
curricular practices.
Third, as CDA is an interpretive method, my role in interpretation of the data and
in generating data with participants cannot be underestimated. In this research, I reflect
on my position as a White male researching implicit bias in curriculum policy. As a
White male, I am an exemplar of White privilege in American society. In this exploratory
research design involving discourse analysis, each researcher ultimately interprets the
beliefs, meanings, and intent of words, phrasings, and texts of others (Fairclough, 2012;
Wodak & Meyer, 2009). Therefore, my interpretations are never neutral and impact not
only how I interpret but how I present findings (Bhattacharya, 2017). I may have
possessed a heightened sense of race and the vestiges of racism during the data collection
and analysis processes as I read documents and interview transcripts. However, as a
White man, I cannot possess the experiences of White women, Black men, or Black
women. Since selection of these participants included each gender and ethnicity, the lens
through which I interpret their beliefs and meanings for those who are not like me opens
the possibility of misinterpretation of female or Black participants. Similarly, my position
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as a White male could also influence participant responses. Female and Black
participants could hesitate to share their beliefs and practices with a White male or frame
their responses hoping to assuage my position of White male privilege. While these
limitations could affect my interpretations and findings, the results of this study align
with previous educational research and can contribute to increasing awareness of a
culturally responsive curriculum in South Carolina.
Implications for Practice
The four vertical discourse themes in this study correspond with findings of other
educational studies in the field. Researchers have consistently found that the narrative in
U.S. history curriculum is White-centered across four education curriculum policy
features: (a) standards (An, 2016; Eargle, 2016; Hornbeck, 2018; SPLC, 2018; Strunc &
King, 2017), (b) textbooks (Brown & Brown, 2010a; Pellegrino et al., 2013; Stoskopf &
Bermudez, 2017; Woodson, 2015), (c) pedagogy (Chandler, 2009; Demoiny, 2018; King,
2017; Lintner, 2004; Martell & Stevens, 2017b), and (d) standardized testing (Knoester &
Au, 2017; Taylor et al., 2018). Participants acknowledged that a more culturally relevant
curriculum would be beneficial but feel tethered to the state standards because of the
associated consequential testing regimen, which they recognize includes too much
coverage along with gaps and silences on Black narratives in U.S. history. Participants
acknowledge that they used the textbook as a resource but not as the ultimate authority on
U.S. history. While the study did not specifically study pedagogy, participant interviews
reflected how classroom teachers use curriculum policy to make pedagogical decisions.
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To mitigate the problem of the state’s non-culturally responsive curriculum
policy, individual classroom teachers need to use their autonomy to develop a culturally
responsive pedagogy from the state’s curriculum and assessment policy. Waiting on
macro-level policymakers to take on such a paradigm shift would take time since the
standards review occurs only every seven years (SC DOE, 2016). Additionally, these
policymakers would have to possess the desire to make such a change. However, as
written, the alignment guide for U.S. history provides teachers the latitude to use the
content as suggestions and encourages teachers to develop additional content and
strategies to help students learn historical skills (SC DOE, 2020b). Research studies
(Fogo et al., 2019; Placier et al., 2002; Taylor, 2013) indicated that a significant
percentage of teachers adjust the curriculum. While this study's sample size was
extremely small, participants split between those who modified the curriculum and those
that stuck to the prescribed state curriculum. Nevertheless, classroom teachers have the
autonomy to engage students with a curriculum with more Black narratives in U.S.
history instruction. Therefore, individual classroom teachers, U.S. history teachers,
learning communities in schools, and school districts can implement counter-narratives
more inclusive of minority group contributions to the development of the United States.
While the SC DOE does offer online resources for teaching Black U.S. History, teachers
may have to spend time researching and developing curricular resources. Some classroom
teachers may not be willing to do that, just as Greg Nicholson indicated when he said,
"time is finite… That’s going to require me to do a lot of investigating and a lot of
reflection, which I’m not really willing to do, or I don’t have the time to do.” Some
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participants in this study (Greg Nicholson and Wendell Hendricks) reference the belief
that changing teacher mindsets will require the state to mandate more culturally
responsive curricular practices. As Wendell Hendricks pointed out, teacher preparation
programs at universities and alternative certification programs may need to improve their
methods of developing culturally responsive teachers.
Classroom teachers can implement a more culturally responsive curriculum
without a mandate from state policymakers, but they must be willing to accept challenges
and criticism from colleagues, parents, community members, and other stakeholders. The
current USHC standards state that the document "is the work of educators with the intent
of continuous revisions based on classroom application" and "based on the needs of the
students" (SC DOE, 2019b, p. 1).
Throughout American history, communities, municipalities, and other
jurisdictions used schools to shape citizens’ values and beliefs, from the Massachusetts
colony’s Old Deluder Satan Act in 1647 to the industrial workforce model, the National
Defense Education Act in 1959, and even the modern character education curriculum
during the turn of the 21st Century (Brimi, 2009). A classroom lesson or activity that
explores what is meant by American identity or American values could be an important
educational experience. It would align with demands for higher-order critical thinking
and problem-solving skills demanded in S.C. Code and the Profile of the South Carolina
graduate (South Carolina Council on Competitiveness, 2017). For example, classroom
teachers covering content about the American identity must develop instructional
strategies for students that will engage culturally relevant debates about what the
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American identity was, is, and will be, or if it is, a singular phenomenon at all (Devos &
Mohamed, 2014; Schildkraut, 2007).
Teachers willing to implement narratives that counter the traditional White
perspective on U.S. history could engage more students in the curriculum. Such a shift in
pedagogy could also positively impact the academic performance of Black students (Gay,
2018; Ladson-Billings, 2003; Theoharis, 2009).
Recommendations for Further Research
The findings in this study reinforce other educational researchers findings on the
promulgation of White curricular control through control of standards, standardized
testing, and textbooks (Brown & Brown, 2010a; Capper, 2015; Chandler & Branscombe,
2015; Knoester & Au, 2017; Rector-Aranda, 2016).. South Carolina's USHC curriculum
continues to show gaps in the narratives of Black Americans in the nation’s past. This
study focused on curricular discourse, including teachers' perceptions of curriculum
influence on their pedagogy, but did not include direct observation of classroom teachers'
practices in real-time. Such investigations could include a research question about
classroom teacher instructional strategies that demonstrate student success on the USHCEOC? Another potential investigation may include the research question of how teachers
successfully integrate diverse voices into the U.S. history curriculum and what effects
that practice may show on student assessment or students' perceptions of the course.
While the findings in the study mirror other educational research (Brown &
Brown, 2015; Eargle, 2016; Hornbeck, 2018; SPLC, 2018; Stoskopf & Bermudez, 2017;
Strunc & King, 2017; Woodson, 2015), the interview sample of five teachers and one
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Social Studies coordinator is small and limited to five school districts in a state that has
80 school districts (SC DOE, 2021d). This study could be replicated in other regions of
the state or with a survey of social studies teachers to gather a larger perspective on how
South Carolina teachers view the U.S. History and Constitution standards and resources
for their use in instruction. Such an expanded study on more U.S. history classroom
teachers' experiences could further inform the development of a culturally responsive
curriculum.
Although this study explored the possibility of implicit bias hindering the
development of a culturally responsive curriculum related to achievement disparities of
Black students, it did not explore culturally responsive teaching practices. Several
education theorists Chandler (2015), Demoiny (2018), Gay (2018), Khalifa (2018), and
Martell (2013) describe research-informed potential strategies and practices that would
foster the development of culturally responsive teaching, but only small-scale empirical
research exists. More empirical research is needed to specify the connections between
culturally responsive curriculum and pedagogical decisions and practices with these
combined effects on achievement. For example, a potential research question could be:
Does a culturally responsive curriculum, and teaching practices improve standardized
achievement scores for traditionally marginalized students? Or, how does a culturally
responsive curriculum inform pedagogical decisions and instructional practices?
Incorporating improvement cycles aligned with the tenets of improvement science
(Bryk et al., 2015; Hinnant-Crawford, 2020; LeMahieu et al., 2017) with examination of
curriculum and pedagogy could extend understanding. Aspects of improvement science,

194

particularly Plan-Do-Study-Act rapid cycles of reform, could provide a scaffold for
developing a more culturally responsive curriculum and investigating how that
curriculum influences instruction (Bryk et al., 2015; LeMahieu et al., 2017). As a
grassroots approach, changes and reform of the practices and content used in U.S. history
classrooms could still align to an environment of accountability within a PDSA model
(Bryk et al., 2015). Classroom teachers and teacher leaders could use the tenets of
improvement science to develop a culturally responsive curriculum at the school-level
and then document the process of applying that curriculum to build culturally responsive
teaching (Hinnant-Crawford, 2020; Rohanna, 2017). Over the last two decades, many
schools and districts in South Carolina have implemented professional learning
communities (PLCs). PLCs mirror improvement science concepts of networked
improvement communities in which PDSA cycles could occur (Bryk et al., 2015). Under
the Plan-Do-Study-Act (PDSA) model, individual teachers could develop specific
curricular strategies to increase diverse voices within their U.S. history curriculum and
gauge results academically or determine whether an approach affects student
engagement. Within individual schools, and districts classroom teachers could quickly
react and revise strategies to replicate the rapid improvements (Bryk et al., 2015;
LeMahieu et al., 2017).
This study focused on the "Plan" aspect of improvement science. Additional
research should include research on the "Do," "Study," and "Act" aspects of improvement
science (Bryk et al., 2015). Groups of U.S. history teachers at a school level could
implement culturally responsive curricular practices such as counter-narratives in a
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school year and meet in a P-D-S-A cycle to discuss successful or unsuccessful practices
and gauge student improvement over time. That cycle could broaden to include more
schools in the school district or in a region to bring about changes at scale. Educators
could review USHC-EOC scores each year to determine if a more culturally responsive
curriculum impacts Black student achievement. Ideally, schools and districts could
incorporate the entirety of PDSA cycles simultaneously with the research of the various
iterations of those cycles (Hinnant-Crawford, 2020).
This research focused on the discourse of South Carolina's U.S. History and
Constitution curricular standards and how classroom teachers interpret that discourse. My
focus in this study centered on implicit bias in U.S. History curricular discourse that
could impact Black student performance on the USHC-EOC. The creation of a
comparable study could include other minority groups in the state. For example, to what
extent does implicit bias in the USHC standards limit the development of a culturally
responsive curriculum for indigenous people (Shear et al., 2015), LatinX (Ortiz, 2018), or
Asian/Pacific Islanders (An, 2016). Or, since the Hispanic population in the state is
growing significantly, does implementing a culturally responsive Hispanic/LatinX
curriculum improve the achievement of such students on the USHC-EOC?
Conclusion
In this dissertation, I sought to explore the extent to which implicit bias exists in
the discourse of U.S. History and Constitution academic standards through the macro,
meso, and micro-level discourse planes in South Carolina. Using critical discourse
analysis and critical race theory as frameworks, I collected and analyzed agency
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documents and conducted semi-structured interviews with five classroom teachers and
one Social Studies Curriculum Coordinator to assess how practitioners interpret and
interact with the USHC academic standards. I determined that agency documents
continue to exhibit implicit bias through marginalization, misinterpretation, and silence of
Black narratives in the curriculum. This bias emerges through the control policymakers
maintain in the USHC standards (SC DOE, 2019b) and the U.S. history section of the
Alignment Guide (SC DOE, 2020b). Participants in the study indicated that flawed
content, stakeholder influence, teacher autonomy, teaching to the test, instructional time,
and discomfort with race-based curricular themes prevented developing a more culturally
responsive USHC curriculum.
At the center of the debate over curricula is the classroom teacher. Teachers
make individual decisions daily that impact students, and they have a level of autonomy
that allows them to make those decisions. Accountability policies forcing students to take
the high-stakes USHC-EOC in South Carolina drive some teachers to focus only on
preparing students for the exam. However, if public education is a tool of democracy
(Fitz & Nikolaidis, 2020), both state policymakers and individual classroom teachers
must approach curricular policy through the eyes of civic competence and social justice
to build a more culturally diverse curriculum. Just as the Founders of the U.S. employed
debate and a critical eye toward governance, we too must be willing to question and
critique the curricular policies that filter what American children learn about the United
States.
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APPENDIX A
South Carolina Discourse Patterns for U.S. History Curriculum

South Carolina General Assembly - Legislative

Non-Voting

Education Oversight Committee
(18 members selected by Legislature)

State Board of Education
(Standards, Textbooks,
Teacher Certification)

State Department of
Education

MACRO-LEVEL

State Superintendent of Education (Elected – Executive)

85 South Carolina School Districts

Superintendents

MESO-LEVEL

School Boards

Assistant Superintendents for Instruction
Social Studies Coordinators

Social Studies Departments/PLC’s
Classroom Teacher

MICRO-LEVEL

School Principals
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APPENDIX C
Clemson University Informed Consent for a Research Study
IRB2020-369 –Approved

Title of the Research Study: A Critical Analysis of the Discourse of Culturally
Responsive Content Within South Carolina’s Secondary U.S. History Standards

KEY INFORMATION ABOUT THE RESEARCH STUDY

Dr. Jane Clark Lindle is inviting you to volunteer for a research study. Dr. Lindle is a
Distinguished Professor and Chair in the Department of Educational and Organizational
Leadership Development at Clemson University and is conducting a study with Rae
Goude a doctoral candidate in Education Systems Improvement Science at Clemson.

Study Purpose: The purpose of this research is to determine the extent to which the
South Carolina US History and Constitution curriculum standards influence culturally
responsive teaching practices for student performance on the South Carolina End of
Course Exam.

Voluntary Consent: Participation is voluntary, and the only alternative is to not
participate. You will not be punished in any way if you decide not to be in the study or to
stop taking part in the study.

Activities and Procedures: Your part in the study will be to participate in an interview
to determine your interpretation and understanding of the U.S. History and Constitution
standards communicated by the state and local school district. In addition, you will be
asked to discuss your process of instructional decision making. After the interview, you
will be able to review the transcript to clarify or delete your statements.
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Participation Time: It will take you approximately 45-60 minutes to be in this study.
The interview will take about 30 to 45 minutes, and the transcript review may take 15 to
20 minutes.

Risks and Discomforts: We do not know of any risks or discomforts in this study.

Possible Benefits: There will be no compensation for participation in the study.
However, your insight may lead to the development of instructional practices and
pedagogies that will enhance learning in U.S. History classrooms in your school, your
district and the state.

AUDIO OR VIDEO RECORDING
Depending on whether the interview is over the phone or through a digital platform based
on your preferences for the appointment and with your consent, phone interviews will
include an audio recording using a hand-held recorder or the researcher’s cell phone
recorder. If a digital platform is used, the platform’s recording feature will be used which
includes video; however, in either case, only the audio feed will be accessed to transcribe
the interview for data analysis purposes and to provide accuracy. At any time, you may
stop the recording of the interview. You will receive a copy of the transcription to clarify
statements.

PROTECTION OF PRIVACY AND CONFIDENTIALITY
The results of this study may be published in scientific journals, professional
publications, or educational presentations. However, no individual’s information will be
included in these reports or publications. Your transcript and data will be assigned a
pseudonym which you may select, if you choose. If not, then, the researcher will create a
pseudonym to use for any of your responses and not your actual name. Any identifiable
information will be removed and none of it will be used in future research studies.
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CONTACT INFORMATION

If you have any questions or concerns about your rights in this research study, please
contact the Clemson University Office of Research Compliance (ORC) at 864-656-0636
or irb@clemson.edu. If you are outside of the Upstate South Carolina area, please use the
ORC’s toll-free number, 866-297-3071. The Clemson IRB will not be able to answer
some study-specific questions. However, you may contact the Clemson IRB if the
research staff cannot be reached or if you wish to speak with someone other than the
research staff.

If you have any study related questions or if any problems arise, please contact Dr. Jane
Clark Lindle at Clemson University at 864.508.0629 and/or jlindle@clemson.edu.

CONSENT

By participating in the study, you indicate that you have read the information written
above, been allowed to ask any questions, and you are voluntarily choosing to take part in
this research. You do not give up any legal rights by taking part in this research study.
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APPENDIX D
Interview Protocol Planning Chart
PRE-INTERVIEW SCRIPT
Participation in the Study
Thank you once again for your willingness to participate in this research study. I am currently a doctoral candidate at
Clemson University and am conducting this interview as part of my dissertation research study on the discourse of U.S.
history standards from the state legislature to your classroom. In particular, I am focusing on how standards and teacher
practices may affect the performance of Black students on the state’s U.S. History End-of-Course Exam. You have been
invited to participate based on your position as a classroom teacher of U.S. history and your potential insights into culturally
responsive teaching.
Interview Processes
I will be interviewing multiple teachers for this study and will use the same interview protocol for each to maintain
consistency and focus. With your permission, I will be audio recording the interview to ensure accuracy of responses and to
generate written transcripts for coding analysis. You will have the right and opportunity to review transcripts of your
interview.
Possible Benefits
There will be no compensation or benefits for your participation in the interview. However, the information you provide will
help this study and possible future studies that could impact students in your school, district, and the state.
Risks and Discomforts
The risks and discomfort of participating in the interview will be minimal and will be similar to those you might experience
during daily life discussing race-related themes. If, at any time, you feel uncomfortable you may opt to stop the interview,
and all of your information will be destroyed and not used as part of the study.
Protection of Privacy and Confidentiality

Every reasonable effort will be made to maintain your privacy and confidentiality. Information you share in this interview
will be published as part of my dissertation, but you will not be specifically identified. Your name will be assigned a code to
protect your identity during the research process. Responses you provide will be transcribed and will be identified with your
unique code and not your name. Your rights as a human subject for research have been explained to you and you have
signed an informed consent release. Do you have any questions about your participation and your informed consent?
Interview Structure
The interview will follow a semi-structured protocol of open-ended questions designed to elicit narratives from the
participant. As needed, the researcher may ask more direct questions to probe for further information or to clarify statements
made by the participant. The interview should last approximately 45-60 minutes. Do you have any questions before we
begin?
INTERVIEW QUESTION MATRIX
RESEARCH QUESTION: To what extent does implicit racism exist in the discourse of U.S. history standards from statelevel legislation to individual U.S. history classrooms?
RESEARCH SUB-QUESTIONS
2. Does the
3. What do
1. Does the
written discourse discourse of U.S. classroom
within legislation history standards teachers' verbal
expressions and
and curriculum
and curriculum
policy created
policy from
reflections about
and disseminated meso- level
their individual
by macro-level
agents such as
classroom
RATIONALE &
INTERVIEW
BACKGROUND
agencies such as
school boards and practices and
CITATIONS
QUESTION (IQ)
INFORMATION
the South
school districts to interpretations of
Carolina General high school
U.S. history
Assembly and
classroom
standards and
South Carolina
teachers contain
curriculum
implicit bias
indicate about
Department of
their awareness of
Education to high preventing or
school U.S.
misdirecting a
implicit bias and
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history
classrooms
contain implicit
bias preventing or
possibly
misdirecting a
culturally
responsive
curriculum?

culturally
responsive
curriculum?

their approaches
to creating a
culturally
responsive
curriculum?

IQ1. Please provide
a brief description
of your educational
background.
X

IQ2. What are your
perceptions about
your life and/or
educational
experiences with
racial issues?

IQ3. What role does
your own racial

X

X

X

X
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Educational
experiences of
teachers have a
profound effect on
their own
development of
teaching pedagogy
(Chandler, 2015;
Martell &
Stevens, 2017b;
Picower, 2009;
Siwatu, 2009)
Classroom
teachers’ personal
and professional
experiences shape
and effect
teaching decisions
(Demoiny, 2018;
Neitzel, 2018)
Teachers can
unintentionally

maintain White
privilege
narratives and
perpetuate racial
stereotypes
(Blaisdell, 2005;
Glock &
Klapproth, 2017;
Rector-Aranda,
2016)
State curriculum
standards have
been shown to
minimize racial
topics and content
perspectives on
Black history
(Chandler, 2015;
Hornbeck, 2018;
Martell &
Stevens, 2018)

experiences inform
or influence your
teaching practices?
IQ3a. What role do
the racial identities
and experiences of
your students
influence your
teaching practices?
IQ4. Do state U.S.
history standards
reflect culturally
diverse perspectives
and encourage
discussion of racial
issues?
X
IQ4a. Do you feel it
is necessary to
supplement the
standards with
content/activities
that discuss racial
issues?
IQ5. How does your
local school district
and school
implement
culturally diverse
perspectives into the

X
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Pre-service and
In-service training
programs
frequently fail to
adequately
prepare teachers to

U.S. history
curriculum?

IQ6. To what extent
does the textbook(s)
you use integrate
historical analysis or
perspectives that are
not White?
IQ6a. How much do
your students use
their textbook in
your classroom?
IQ6b. How often do
you seek out or
research activities or
lessons specifically
with diverse
perspectives in
mind?
IQ7. Why do you or
don’t you feel
prepared to teach
students of different

X

X

X

X

X
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X

X

teach culturally
diverse students
(Allen & WhiteSmith, 2014;
Chandler, 2009;
Demoiny, 2018;
Milner, 2016;
Sleeter, 2017)
Research indicates
that textbooks
frequently provide
erroneous,
discriminatory,
and oversimplified
Black perspectives
in U.S. history
(Brown & Brown,
2010a; Chandler,
2015; Goldstein,
2020; Milner,
2016; Stoskopf &
Bermudez, 2017)

Self-efficacy
among teachers
and their
perceived ability

cultural
backgrounds?

to effectively
teach Black
students has been
shown to impact
the extent to
which culturally
responsive
pedagogy can be
developed
(Martell &
Stevens, 2017a;
Siwatu, 2009).

IQ7a. What type of
pre-service training
on teaching diverse
learners did you
receive?
IQ7b. In what types
of in-service
professional
development on
teaching diverse
learners have you
participated?
IQ8. What types of
training in teaching
diverse student
groups have you
received?
IQ8a. What type of
training in teaching
diverse student
groups do you
believe would
benefit your
teaching pedagogy?

X

X

209

Fostering
culturally
responsive
pedagogy and
crafting
opportunities to
excavate racial
issues of
inequality and
inequity is vital to
close the
achievement gap
and develop
democratic ideals
(Gay, 2018;

IQ9. (Dept.
Chairs/Coordinator)
How do you
promote culturally
responsive teaching
practices among
teachers in your
department?
IQ9a. To what
extent do you
promote or assist in
acquiring resources
that include Black
narratives beyond
the scope of
traditional teaching
materials.

X

IQ10. (Coordinator)
How often and to
what depth do you
have individual and
group department or
school discussions

X
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Khalifa, 2018;
Ladson-Billings,
2003; Milner,
2016; Sleeter,
2017; Theoharis,
2009)
U.S. history
curriculum,
textbooks, and
ancillary resources
provide heavily
White-centered
content requiring
teachers to
supplement their
pedagogy with
culturally
responsive
practices. (Brown
& Brown, 2015;
Chandler, 2015;
Gay, 2018;
Martell &
Stevens, 2017b)
Educators tend to
struggle to discuss
and collaborate on
racism and racial
issues with
students and

on the influence that
race has on teaching
practices?

IQ11. Is there any
additional
information or
perspectives on
culturally
responsive teaching
and U.S. history
instruction that you
would like to share?

X

X

X
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X

among colleagues
(Benson &
Fiarman, 2019;
Khalifa, 2018;
Milner, 2016;
Neitzel, 2018)
Interviewees may
have relevant
professional and
personal
reflections and/or
information not
considered in
interview
questions (Adams,
2015;
Bhattacharya,
2017)

APPENDIX E
Post-Interview Field Notes Template

Date of Interview: ___________

Location of Interview: ______________________

Participant ID: _______________

Time/Length of Interview: __________________

1. Describe the physical environment of the interview site and any potential effects on the
interview.
2. Describe how the participant’s body language, tone, and voice inflection during the
interview indicated emphasis of certain beliefs.
3. What was the main point of emphasis or main idea that the participant most wanted to
communicate?
4. Describe the mood of the participant when responding to questions related to race
relations and the education process.
5. Did the participant provide any specific expressions or reactions about racism and
education that would indicate a non-verbal implicit bias?
6. Did the participant provide any surprising or unique responses to interview questions?
7. What culturally responsive strategies were most memorable during this interview (If
any)?
8. What additional information might be needed from the participant to clarify or
expound upon the interview content?
9. Describe how this interview was similar and/or different from previous interviews.
10. Does the interview protocol or interview questions need to be changed based on the
aspects of this interview?

APPENDIX F

A Priori List of Potential Implicit Racial Bias Signals
Implicit Bias Concepts in Agency
Documents and Interviews
Frequent Racial Coding or Racial
Priming Vocabulary (RC)

In-Group Favoritism (IGF)

Out-Group Discrimination or
“Signal Influences” (OGD)

Micro aggressions / Micro
behaviors (MA)

Definitions
Exaggerated or
erroneous group
generalizations
associated with
African American
stereotypes
-Pro-Caucasian same
race bias
- Preferential samerace treatment
Negative overt or
ambiguous behaviors
signaling to minority
groups their devalued
group membership
-brief, commonplace
verbal or behavioral
indignities,
intentional or
unintentional,
communicating
hostile, derogatory or
racial insults

Possible
Wordings
Lazy, violence
prone, welfare,
hostile,
dishonest, “inner
city, urban,
poverty, “nonWhite
Discriminating
Pronouns (We,
Us, You, Them,
They)
Discriminating
Pronouns (We,
Us, You, Them,
They)
“You people”
Paranoid
Success like
others
discrimination
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Possible Phrases
and/or Concepts
Underperforming,
lack of work ethic,
socioeconomic status,
cheating,

Citations
Hurwitz &
Peffley, 2005
Wilson & Nielsen,
2011
White (2007)

-people like us
-majority of
good/well-behaved
students
Single parent homes
Socioeconomic status

Blanton &
Mitchell, 2011
Greenwald &
Banaji, 1995
Halberstadt et al.,
2018

-The most qualified
people…
-Speaking good
English
You are articulate
and well spoken

Sue et al., 2007

Distortion of Racial Issues and
-inaccurate portrayals
Oversimplification/Marginalization of racial events and
of Black Historical Figures (RMA) themes or
euphemizing (Whitewashing) histories

heritage

Silence on Racial Issues (SIL)

-absence of
significant racial
events and themes
-Post-racial narratives

Deficit Mindsets (DEF)

-low expectations
-underestimation of
personal ability,
behavior
-Ignoring or
downplaying racial
issues

neighborhoods
poverty
family
environment
privilege

-denial of individual
racism

multicultural

Invalidation of racial-cultural
issues (INV)

Colorblindness (CBL)
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-Slavery common
around the world
-Klan narratives to
resist Black/Northern
rule
-Secret societies of
resistance
-Negative “Black”
connotations: Racial
Others
-Overuse of Victim
and Slave narratives

Brown & Brown,
2010b; Martell,
2013

-Lack of racial
domination
discussion in
founding of U.S.
-Lack of critiques of
systemic racism vs.
individual actions
Deal-making

Brown & Brown,
2010b; Chandler
2009; Griggs,
2012

-this isn’t racial
-get over it
-I never owned slaves
-Making me feel
guilty
-Treat everyone the
same

Constantine &
Sue, 2007;
Picower, B., 2009;
Rector-Aranda,
2016
Benson &
Fiarman, 2019;

Khalifa, 2018

Pathologizing Cultural Values
(PAT)

-expectation to
assimilate to the
dominant (White)
culture
-Eurocentric
hegemony

Merit, deserve,
privilege, victim
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-Don’t see color
-open-minded
-We are all
Americans
-I have Black friends
-If we can do it, they
can do it
-Success to those
who deserve it
-reverse
discrimination

Torres-Harding, et
al., 2012; Sue et
al., 2007

Sue et al., 2007;
Grinage, 2019

APPENDIX G
Analysis Matrix for Key Concepts of Black U.S. History
Coverage Rating
Significant Themes & Content

In-Depth
Treatment
3

Some
Examination
2

Brief
mention
1

Silence Type
No
Coverage
0

SA

0

X

0

X

PS

DS

MS

Black Experience in Colonial America
chattel slavery
Black slaves & Bacon's Rebellion
Interracial Miscegenation
Great Awakening welcoming Black people
Northern Slavery
Maroons of Florida
Stono Rebellion
Black Americans and Independence

0
0

X

1
1
1

Declaration of Ind. NOT a support of Black rights
Revolutionary literature condemning slavery
Black Enlightenment
Black Loyalists and Black Patriots
Black Resettlement after Revolution
Black Americans in the New Nation
Abolitionist Movements in North
Haitian Revolution/ Touissant Louverture
Northwest Ordinance bans slavery
Anti-slavery Societies

X

1
0

X

0

X

0

X

1
1
3
2
2
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Constitution Reinforcement of Slavery
Free Black communities; Prince Hall
Black churches (AME) and Black Schools

2
0

X

0

X

2

Black Experience in Antebellum U.S.
cotton gin reinvigorates slave labor & cash crops
urban and industrial slavery
Domestic slave trade/revolts - Denmark Vesey
Black Laws & Black Professionalism in the North
Black Hopes and Fears in the West
Fugitive Slave Law & fugitive narratives
Opposition to Slavery

3
1
3
1
2

Second Great Awakening and Abolitionism
American Colonization Society
Black Nationalism vs. Integration
Rebellions - Nat Turner, the Amistad
Anti-Black Riots in the North
American Anti-Slavery Society - W.L. Garrison
Free Soil Movement & Lincoln's position

2
1
0

X

2
1
2
2

African Americans in the Civil War
Debates Over Emancipation
Black Participation in War Effort
Confederate atrocities towards Black soldiers
Northern Opposition to Black people
Failures of Reconstruction

2
2
1
0

Black Churches and Schools

2
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X

Black Status Under Reconstruction Plans
Slavery Amendments
Black Political Leaders
Emergence of the KKK
Compromise of 1877
Black Challenges to White Supremacy
Farmers Alliances
Jim Crow Segregation & Disenfranchisement
Race Riots Following Reconstruction
Exodusters and Black Migration Patterns
Convict Leasing and Debt Peonage
Buffalo Soldiers
Western Race Relations
Black Professionals and Labor Movements
African Americans in 1920s
Washington and DuBois Movements
Black Women, Suffrage and Club Movement
Black Participation in World War I
Race Riots of the 1920s
The Great Migration
Varieties of Racism
Harlem Renaissance
Black Protest in Depression and New Deal

1
2

3
2
1

1
3
1
1
0

X

0

X

1
1

2
0

X

1
0

X

2
1
3

Black Conditions in Depression
Challenge of Racial Discrimination in Courts
Black Officials in the New Deal/Black Cabinet

1
0
2
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X

Organized Labor and Black America
Scottsboro Cases and Attraction of Communism
Chicago Renaissance and Black Culture
Black Contributions in World War 2

1

March on Washington Movement
Institutional Racism in the Military
Tuskegee Airmen and other Black Soldiers
Black Industrial Contributions
Race Issues and Support in Election of 1948
The Freedom Movement 1954-1975

1

Supreme Court challenges and Brown case
Brown II and massive White resistance
Emmett Till and Intimidation Tactics
Non-Violent Protest Movement
Voter Registration Projects
Civil Rights Acts and Fair Housing Act
Black Nationalism vs. Integration of 60s
Kerner Commission Report 1968
Black Americans in Great Society & Vietnam
Orangeburg Massacre & Gary Convention
Black Elected Officials and Nixon's Law & Order
Black Politics and Conservative Resurgence

0

X

0

X

0

X

1
1
0

X

3
2
1
3
3
3
1
2
2

New Right attacks on Social Welfare
Affirmative Action and the "New Civil Rights"
Black Political Activism - S. Chisolm, J. Jackson
Black Communities vs. Policing

0

X

0

X

0

X

2
2
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Black Poverty and Incarceration
Black Politics in the New Millennium
Obama Presidency
Modern Black Art and Culture
Black Identity in the 21st Century

0

X

0

X

0

X

0

X

3
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APPENDIX H
Textual Silence Categorizations

Chattel slavery
Black slaves & Bacon's Rebellion
Interracial Miscegenation
Great Awakening welcoming Black people
Revolutionary War literature condemning slavery
Black Enlightenment
Haitian Revolution & Toussaint Louverture
Antebellum Free Black communities; Prince Hall
Black Hopes and Fears in the West
Black Nationalism vs. Integration
Northern Opposition to Black people
Convict Leasing and Debt Peonage in South
Buffalo Soldiers
Black Women in Suffrage and Club Movement
Race Riots of the 1920s
Challenge of Racial Discrimination in Courts
Scottsboro Cases and Attraction of Communism
Chicago Renaissance and Black Culture
Black Industrial Contributions
Race Issues and Support in Election of 1948
Orangeburg Massacre & Gary Convention
Black Elected Officials and Nixon's Law & Order
Black Political Activism - S. Chisolm, J. Jackson
Black Communities vs. Policing of Communities
Black Poverty and Incarceration
Black Politics in the New Millennium
Modern Black Art and Culture
Black Identity in the 21st Century

Speech Act Silence
X
X

Pre-Supposed Silence

Discreet Silence

Manipulative Silence

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
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APPENDIX I
Summary of USHC Standards Recommendations, 2016 Cyclical Review

Panel Making
Recommendation
All Panels
All Panels
All Panels
All Panels
National Panel
National Panel
National Panel
State Panel
Standard & Indicator
USHC 1.5
USHC 3.2
USHC 3.5
USHC 5.4
USHC 6.2
USHC 8.1
Overall Comments

General Concerns with Standards
Number of standards is more content than can be taught
Standards need to be edited for content accuracy
Lack of diversity in gender and ethnicity
Emphasize higher order thinking and more rigor
Frame U.S. History and Constitution in time periods
U.S. history standards are redundant and lack global perspective
Social Studies standards do not discuss citizenship
Standards need greater diversity (women, African Americans, and Hispanics)

Citation
page
p. 9
p. 10
p. 10
p. 10
p. 11
p. 11
p. 11
p. 11

Specific Concerns with Standards related to Black U.S. History Elements
"Add States Rights"
"Consider separating Indicator 2 to deal with slavery and politics."
"Why is Marcus Garvey and Black Nationalism excluded?"
"Include analysis of African-American role in WWI"
"Revisit impact of Jim Crow laws and other examples of discrimination"
"Include Johnson's Civil Rights as needed."
"[U.S. history] Course is too broad."

Source: S.C. Education Oversight Committee, 2016 Cyclical Review Report
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p. 115
p. 118
p. 119
p. 123
p. 124
p. 128
p. 129

APPENDIX J
Inquiry Emphasis from USHC Support Document by Theme and Standard

U.S. History Theme

Standard 1: Inquiry Emphasis

American Culture and Identity

Unique American identity emerging from
British Empire?
Economics shaping colonists, Revolution,
government
Evolution of division and unity through 1812

Capitalism and Technological Innovation
Expansion, Regionalism, and Union
Founding Principles and Political Institutions
Migration and Mobility
Natural Rights and Social Development

Values of American revolutionaries in
government
Push-Pull factors in social, political, economic
development
Radical ideas in the Declaration of
Independence

U.S. History Theme

Standard 2: Inquiry Emphasis

American Culture and Identity

How Civil War impacts American identity?

Capitalism and Technological Innovation

Balance of economic demands and individual
rights
Most important causes of Civil War:
conflicting economic systems, expansion,
interpretation of values
Is Reconstruction a continuation or change in
American political values?

Expansion, Regionalism, and Union

Founding Principles and Political Institutions
Migration and Mobility
Natural Rights and Social Development

Did benefits of Westward Expansion outweigh
costs?
MISSING

U.S. History Theme

Standard 3: Inquiry Emphasis

American Culture and Identity

How American identify challenged by political,
social, economic trends?

Capitalism and Technological Innovation

How American capitalism changes? Social
change?
Did government adequately respond to needs
of industrialization?

Expansion, Regionalism, and Union
Founding Principles and Political Institutions

How and why Progressive Movement seeks to
change role of federal government?

Migration and Mobility

Causes of migration within and immigration
to America and how it changed American life
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Natural Rights and Social Development

Did economic benefits of industrialization
outweigh costs to workers, natives, and small
farmers?

U.S. History Theme

Standard 4: Inquiry Emphasis

American Culture and Identity

Considering internal and external factors, how
did America gain superpower identity.

Capitalism and Technological Innovation

Why do boom and bust cycles occur?

Expansion, Regionalism, and Union

What is government's role in the economy?
Does U.S. involvement in world affairs uphold
or violate our founding principles?

Founding Principles and Political Institutions

MISSING

Migration and Mobility

How does social conflict lead to migration?
Why did those migrations result in social
conflict?
Did rights of Americans increase or decrease
between 1900 and 1945?

Natural Rights and Social Development

U.S. History Theme

Standard 5: Inquiry Emphasis

American Culture and Identity

How America's role as superpower
enhanced/challenged by economic and
social/political trends?
How did technological advancements during
this time improve American life?

Capitalism and Technological Innovation
Expansion, Regionalism, and Union

Founding Principles and Political Institutions

How did debates over America's global
leadership evolve between Cold War and 21st
century?
Did America's role in the Cold War support or
violate our founding principles?

Migration and Mobility

How did American attitudes towards
immigration change in response to social,
political, and economic developments?

Natural Rights and Social Development

How did marginalized groups use democratic
ideals and structures of government to fight
for civil rights?
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APPENDIX K
Content Lists Within Themes for USHC Standard

Standard 1: Possible Content associated with Skill
Comparison (CO) Economic, Social, and Political Comparison of Northern and Southern
Colonies
Push/Pull Factors and impact of Geography
Similarities of colonial legislatures, British governing policy, and view of
American uniqueness by 1754
Assess how differences in regions led to sectionalism
Causation (CE)

Chart significant turning points in progression from loyal colonists of French
and Indian War to revolutionaries & Declaration of Ind.
Identify short and long term political, social, and economic causes of the
American Revolution
Explain causal relationships between founding documents: Declaration of Ind.,
Articles of Confederation, Constitutions, Federalist Papers, and Bill of Rights

Periodization (P)

Identify similarities between arguments of colonists against British,
fundamental principles of Constitution, and political parties
Identify major turning points in American opinions on government from
Mayflower Compact to Virginia/Kentucky Resolutions

Context (CX)

Assess the Enlightenment's impact on the Declaration of Independence and the
Constitution
Identify how African Americans, women, and Native Americans were or
were not affected by the development of the government

Continuities and
Change (CC)

Assess the extent to which Jefferson's presidency was a turning point of
federal domestic policies
Examine the growing influence of the judicial branch in determining the role
of government in the affairs of states and citizens
Chart continuities and changes in American foreign policy towards Europe and
Native tribes from Washington Administration to the Madison Administration
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APPENDIX K (Continued)
Content Lists Within Themes for USHC Standard 2
Standard 2: Possible Content Associated with Skill
Comparison (CO) Economic, Social, and Political Comparison of Northern, Southern, and
Western regions
Attitudes towards the American System in North, South, West
Impact of Westward Expansion on different groups such as natives, African
Americans, Democrats
Conditions facing marginalized groups in North, South, and West
Causation (CE)

Short and long term political, economic, and social causes and consequences
of Westward Expansion
Impact of Missouri Compromise, Compromise of 1850, and KansasNebraska Act on expansion of slavery
Short and long term political, economic, and social causes and consequences
of the Civil War

Periodization (P)

Identify key technological developments influencing market revolution and
westward expansion
Assess the role of technology in Union victory in Civil War
Analyze the impact of the abolitionist movement in both North and South
Assess conditions leading to the Women's Rights movement

Context (CX)

Analyze debate over the Indian Removal Act between the executive and
judicial branch
Evaluate the role of the branches in either expanding or limiting natural rights
1830-1877
Evaluate differing viewpoints on how Congressional Reconstruction did or did
not uphold America's founding values

Continuities and
Change (CC)

Evaluate the extent that the Kansas-Nebraska Act was both a continuity and
change in Congress's response to the slavery issue
Describe how Supreme Court rulings in Worcester v Georgia and Dred Scott
v Sandford impact sectionalism and disunion
Assess how legislation passed during Reconstruction attempted to change
American society
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APPENDIX K (Continued)
Content Lists Within Themes for USHC Standard 3

Standard 3: Possible Content Associated with Skill
Comparison (CO) Beliefs of industrial leaders and labor leaders on wealth accumulation
Response of government towards the needs of big business v workers
Strategies and tactics of monopolies to those of the labor movement
Causation (CE)

Key elements in growth and decline of Populist Party
Causes and effects of muckraking journalism
Identify short- and long-term effects of Progressive Movement on American
political system

Periodization (P)

Summarize government policies used to encourage the growth of business
Compare the actions of the government toward Native tribes in order to draw
conclusions about Indian Wars and reservation system

Context (CX)

Describe push/pull factors that brought new immigrants to the U.S.
Examine the experiences of immigrants before and after the Civil War and
effect of industrialization
Explain the motives of migrants within and immigrants to the U.S. and draw
conclusions about the time period

Continuities and
Change (CC)

Trace the evolution of government policy towards Native Americans from
reservations to assimilation
Assess the continuities and changes in the society of the West as diverse
groups settled between 1862 to 1924
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APPENDIX K (Continued)
Content Lists Within Themes for USHC Standard 4

Comparison
(CO)

Standard 4: Possible Content Associated with Skill
Arguments over isolationism in Latin America and Asia v entry into World
Wars
Political, Economic, and social outcomes of Spanish American War, WWI,
and WW2
Factors leading to American involvement in WWI and WW2

Causation (CE)

Short and long term political, social, and economic causes of boom cycle of
1920s
Short and long term political, social, and economic causes of the Great
Depression
Evaluate the effects of laissez faire policies on boom-and-bust cycles of
1920s & 1930s
Assess the economic impact of the New Deal

Periodization (P)

Chart major turning points altering government economic policy 1917-1945
and evaluate reasons for change
Summarize the arguments for both laissez faire and Keynesian policies in
the 1920s and 1930s
Compare the degree to which the government controlled the economy in
WW1 and WW2

Context (CX)

Identify social/cultural changes such as Harlem Renaissance, roles of
women and how that prompted backlash from rebirth of KKK
Explain how mass media began to shape American culture in the 1920s
Describe how resentment against migrants and immigrants influenced
government actions and policy

Continuities and
Change (CC)

Explain how wartime needs provided opportunities for marginalized
groups.
Examine the debate over the protection of citizen's natural rights versus the
needs of national security during the Wars
Describe the impact of WW2 on the home front and analyze continuities and
changes compared to the 1920s & 30s
Analyze the US response to the Holocaust
Analyze how different groups responded to the news about political changes
in Germany and WW2 in Europe

228

APPENDIX K (Continued)
Content Lists Within Themes for USHC Standard 5
Comparison
(CO)

Standard 5: Possible Content Associated with Skill
Various ways government spent money to fight Cold War and impacts on
American life
Liberal and Conservative arguments over how government should address
societal needs
Key technological advancements 1950-2010 and effect on America

Causation (CE)

Short- and long-term causes of US intervention in Korea and Vietnam
Examine political, economic, and social consequences of US involvement in
Vietnam
Chart the causal relationship between the major turning points of the Cold
War
Explain the effects of ideological, economic, social rivalry between the US
and Soviet Union

Periodization (P)

Identify changes to Democratic and Republican Party platforms from 19452012
Categorize the different party approaches to fiscal and political governance
List major accomplishments from each presidential administration and how
each exemplify that president’s platform
Assess how political party shifts influence Supreme Court decisions

Context (CX)

Identify the impact of social developments that have occurred since 1980.
Identify the domestic economic policies introduced since the 1980s and
evaluate their effectiveness
Explain the debates over US involvement in global politics sin September
11th terrorist attacks

Continuities and
Change (CC)

Trace the development of civil rights strategies from Reconstruction
through modern Civil Rights movements
Evaluate how tactics and strategies of the Women's, Indian, and LBGTQ
Movement are similar/different to the civil rights movement
Examine how the leaders of different groups sought to promote or limit
the expansion of civil rights across time
Identify key outcomes of the Civil Rights Movement and examine why
present-day civil rights organizations exist
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APPENDIX L
USHC Content Within the Deconstructed Skills

Skill
Comparison
(CO)

Standard 1: Possible
Content associated
with Skill
Economic, Social,
and Political
Comparison of
Northern and
Southern Colonies
Push/Pull Factors
and impact of
Geography

Standard 2: Possible
Content Associated
with Skill
Economic, Social,
and Political
Comparison of
Northern, Southern,
and Western regions
Attitudes towards the
American System in
North, South, West

Similarities of
colonial
legislatures, British
governing policy,
and view of
American
uniqueness by 1754
Assess how
differences in
regions led to
sectionalism

Impact of Westward
Expansion on
different groups such
as natives, African
Americans,
Democrats,

Standard 3: Possible
Content Associated
with Skill
Beliefs of industrial
leaders and labor
leaders on wealth
accumulation
Response of
government towards
the needs of big
business v workers

Strategies and
tactics of
monopolies to those
of the labor
movement

Conditions facing
marginalized groups
in North, South, and
West
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Standard 4: Possible
Content Associated
with Skill
Arguments over
isolationism in Latin
America and Asia v
entry into World
Wars
Political, Economic,
and Social outcomes
of Spanish
American War,
WWI, and WW2
Factors leading to
American
involvement in
WWI and WW2

Standard 5: Possible
Content Associated
with Skill
Various ways
government spent
money to fight Cold
War and impacts on
American life
Liberal and
Conservative
arguments over how
government should
address societal
needs
Key technological
advancements 19502010 and effect on
America

Causation
(CE)

Chart significant
turning points in
progression from
loyal colonists of
French and Indian
War to
revolutionaries &
Declaration of Ind.
Identify short and
long term political,
social, and
economic causes of
the American
Revolution
Explain causal
relationships
between founding
documents:
Declaration of Ind.,
Articles of
Confederation,
Constitutions,
Federalist Papers,
and Bill of Rights

Short and long term
political, economic,
and social causes and
consequences of
Westward Expansion

Key elements in
growth and decline
of Populist Party

Short and long term
political, social, and
economic causes of
boom cycle of
1920's

Short- and long-term
causes of US
intervention in
Korea and Vietnam

Impact of Missouri
Compromise,
Compromise of 1850,
and KansasNebraska Act on
expansion of slavery
Short and long term
political, economic,
and social causes and
consequences of the
Civil War

Causes and effects
of muckraking
journalism

Short and long term
political, social, and
economic causes of
the Great
Depression

Examine political,
economic, and social
consequences of US
involvement in
Vietnam

Identify short- and
long-term effects of
Progressive
Movement on
American political
system

Evaluate the effects
of laissez faire
policies on boomand-bust cycles of
1920's & 1930's

Chart the causal
relationship between
the major turning
points of the Cold
War

Assess the economic
impact of the New
Deal

Explain the effects
of ideological,
economic, social
rivalry between the
US and Soviet
Union
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Periodization Identify similarities
(P)
between arguments
of colonists against
British, fundamental
principles of
Constitution, and
political parties
Identify major
turning points in
American opinions
on government from
Mayflower
Compact to
Virginia/Kentucky
Resolutions

Identify key
technological
developments
influencing market
revolution and
westward expansion

Summarize
government policies
used to encourage
the growth of
business

Assess the role of
technology in Union
victory in Civil War

Compare the actions
of the government
toward Native tribes
in order to draw
conclusions about
Indian Wars and
reservation system

Analyze the impact
of the abolitionist
movement in both
North and South

Chart major turning
points altering
government
economic policy
1917-1945 and
evaluate reasons for
change
Summarize the
arguments for both
laissez faire and
Keynesian policies
in the 1920's and
1930's

Identify changes to
Democratic and
Republican Party
platforms from
1945-2012

Compare the degree
to which the
government
controlled the
economy in WW1
and WW2

List major
accomplishments
from each
presidential
administration and
how each exemplify
that president’s
platform
Assess how political
party shifts influence
Supreme Court
decisions

Identify
social/cultural
changes such as
Harlem
Renaissance, roles

Identify the impact
of social
developments that
have occurred since
1980.

Assess conditions
leading to the
Women's Rights
movement
Context
(CX)

Assess the
Enlightenment's
impact on the
Declaration of

Analyze debate over
the Indian Removal
Act between the
executive and judicial
branch

Describe push/pull
factors that brought
new immigrants to
the U.S.
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Categorize the
different party
approaches to fiscal
and political
governance

Independence and
the Constitution

Evaluate the role of
the branches in either
expanding or limiting
natural rights 18301877

Examine the
experiences of
immigrants before
and after the Civil
War and effect of
industrialization

Explain how mass
media began to
shape American
culture in the 1920's

Identify the
domestic economic
policies introduced
since the 1980s and
evaluate their
effectiveness

Evaluate differing
viewpoints on how
Congressional
Reconstruction did or
did not uphold
America's founding
values

Explain the motives
of migrants within
and immigrants to
the U.S. and draw
conclusions about
the time period

Describe how
resentment against
migrants and
immigrants
influenced
government actions
and policy

Explain the debates
over US
involvement in
global politics sin
September 11th
terrorist attacks

Assess the extent to
which Jefferson's
presidency was a
turning point of
federal domestic
policies

Evaluate the extent
that the KansasNebraska Act was
both a continuity and
change in Congress's
response to the
slavery issue

Trace the evolution
of government
policy towards
Native Americans
from reservations to
assimilation

Explain how
wartime needs
provided
opportunities for
marginalized
groups.

Examine the
growing influence
of the judicial
branch in
determining the role
of government in

Describe how
Supreme Court
rulings in Worcester
v Georgia and Dred
Scott v Sandford

Assess the
continuities and
changes in the
society of the West
as diverse groups

Examine the debate
over the protection
of citizen's natural
rights versus the
needs of national

Trace the
development of civil
rights strategies
from
Reconstruction
through modern
Civil Rights
movements
Evaluate how
tactics and
strategies of the
Women's, Indian,
and LBGTQ
Movement are

Identify how
African Americans,
women, and Native
Americans were or
were not affected
by the development
of the government

Continuities
and Change
(CC)

of women and how
that prompted
backlash from
rebirth of KKK
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the affairs of states
and citizens

impact sectionalism
and disunion

Chart continuities
and changes in
American foreign
policy towards
Europe and Native
tribes from
Washington
Administration to
the Madison
Administration

Assess how
legislation passed
during
Reconstruction
attempted to change
American society

settled between
1862 to 1924

security during the
Wars

similar/different to
the civil rights
movement

Describe the impact
of WW2 on the
home front and
analyze continuities
and changes
compared to the
1920's & 30's

Examine how the
leaders of different
groups sought to
promote or limit the
expansion of civil
rights across time

Analyze the US
response to the
Holocaust

Identify key
outcomes of the
Civil Rights
Movement and
examine why
present-day civil
rights organizations
exist

Analyze how
different groups
responded to the
news about political
changes in Germany
and WW2 in Europe
Research common
attitudes toward the
immigration of waraffected groups into
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the US in 1930's and
40's.
Examine how
different newspapers
and media outlets
discussed Adolf
Hitler, antisemitism
and/or the Holocaust
Note: Bold & Italics = Focused on Black Narrative; Italics = Possibly Focused on Black Narrative; No Bold or Italics = No Focus on Black
Narrative
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APPENDIX M
Participant Quote Distribution and Theme Consolidation
Theme Consolidation and Participant Quote Distribution (Vertical Discourse)
Content Narrative Theme Stakeholder Influences Theme

Lydia Cartwright
Wendell Hendricks
Carmen Knight
Greg Nicholson
Brenda Solomon
Trevor Walsh

(references to content,
stories, experiences,
narratives, and history)
Use of
Quotes
Frequency
X
1
X
4
X
1
X
3
X
2
X
2

(references to test creators,
legislators, Board members,
and parents)
Use of Quotes
X
X
X
X
X
X

Frequency
4
4
2
1
1
1

Theme Consolidation and Participant Quote Distribution (Horizontal Discourse)
Discomfort Race Dialogue
Instructional Time Theme
Theme
(references to time,
(references to discomfort,
pacing, and content
uncomfortable, and racist
coverage)
labeling)
Use of
Quotes
Frequency Use of Quotes
Frequency
X
3
X
1
Lydia Cartwright
X
3
X
2
Wendell Hendricks
X
1
X
2
Carmen Knight
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Teacher Autonomy Theme
(references to control,
decisions and decision
making, and strategies)
Use of
Quotes
Frequency
X
1
X
1
X
2
X
2
0
X
1

Teaching to Test Theme
(references to the test, EOC
exam, legislators, Board
members, and parents)
Use of
Quotes
Frequency
0

X
X
X
X

1
2
1
0
1

Greg Nicholson
Brenda Solomon
Trevor Walsh

X
X
X

4
1
2

X

1

Total Participant Quote Distribution
10
Lydia Cartwright
15
Wendell Hendricks
10
Carmen Knight
11
Greg Nicholson
5
Brenda Solomon
7
Trevor Walsh
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